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ABSTRACT
The negative effects of adverse childhood experiences have been widely examined; however,
there has been limited research exploring the association between out-of-home placements and
juvenile delinquency. Evidence suggests that positive bonding and associations mitigate
maladaptive behaviors, yet it remains unclear if certain protective factors have an equally
mediating effect on offending. The current study expanded on the existing criminological
literature of juvenile offending by applying general strain theory and developmental taxonomy as
the frameworks for the association between childhood traumas, protective factors, and juvenile
offending. Data were drawn from the Pathways to Desistance Study using foster care, residential
treatment centers, parental warmth (mother and father), education (bonding with teachers,
satisfaction with schools), age, gender, and their relationship to offending. A series of linear
regression analyses were used to examine the relationship between variables. For all types of
offending, those who stayed in a residential treatment center at least one night had higher
proportions of offending. Parental warmth from a father, bonding with a schoolteachers, and age
and gender were significantly associated with proportions of aggressive offending, income
offending, and total offending. These findings support previous literature on the age-crime curve
and suggest that the quality of educational and parental support, specifically from teachers and
fathers, can positively affect levels of offending.
Keywords: adverse childhood experiences, out-of-home placements, protective factors,
general strain theory, developmental taxonomy, offending
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
Youth exposed to traumatic events during childhood tend to have detrimental outcomes
such as deviant behavior and criminal involvement with the justice system (Baglivio & Epps,
2015). In the United States, up to 90% of juvenile offenders have experienced at least one
adverse childhood experience (Fox, 2017). For maltreated children, out-of-home placements are
intended to serve as temporary stays away from parents and caregivers until such time parents
and caregivers meet the conditions for return. Yet children are remaining in substitute care for
months or years longer than state statutes mandate (Testa et al., 2019). The removal episode
itself and stays in out-of-home placements may contribute to developmental deficiencies,
specifically risks for psychological, behavioral (Turney & Wildeman, 2016), and academic
problems (Maclean et al., 2017; Pears et al., 2013, 2015). Protective factors such as strong bonds
with parents, teachers, and other community members may help to build resiliency amongst
youth (Yule et al., 2019).
Background
It is an unfortunate fact that child welfare professionals can connect 3.5 million children
to situations involving alleged child neglect, abuse, and abandonment each year in the United
States (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2020). More than 16% of these involvements
received substantiated findings of maltreatment. Although safety interventions seem to succeed
with offending parents and caregivers through the provision of in-home service programs, still
between 250,000 and 275,000 maltreated children require placement into substitute care
throughout the United States each year (Zeanah & Humphreys, 2019), and nearly 60% of
children were placed in non-relative foster homes, institutions, or group-home settings. The
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child welfare system endeavors to protect children who are abused or neglected. Out-of-home
placement decisions, however, may have short- and long-term ramifications on child outcomes
(J. J. Doyle, 2007; Pears et al., 2013). Literature is abundant on the harmful effects that
placement into foster care settings may have on child development, specifically, the risks for
psychological, behavior, and academic problems (Lawrence et al., 2006). Some even suggest
that placement in out-of-home settings for children 4 years and older results in diminished
language skills (Windsor et al., 2011) which have lasting effects into adulthood.
Since Felitti et al.’s (1998) seminal work on the relationship of adverse childhood
experiences (ACEs) on adult risk behavior, health status, and disease, scholars have endeavored
to expand the nexus between childhood trauma and juvenile wellbeing. Ten ACEs are
categorized in three ways: (1) abuse, (2) neglect, and (3) household dysfunction. Over the past
20 years, scholars have examined the effect ACEs like physical abuse, emotional neglect, and
parental incarceration have on the emotional and physical development of youth (Baglivio et al.,
2015; Brame et al., 2010; Fox et al., 2015). However, despite increasing research on the effects
it has on wellbeing outcomes, there remains a dearth of literature on the impact of out-of-home
placements like foster care and group homes on juvenile delinquency and the criminal career.
Furthermore, while healthy relationships to parents, caregivers, and others positively affect
bonding, growth, and development (Reid, 2010), it remains unclear whether certain protective
factors equally neutralize maladaptive behaviors and offending.
The factors causing delinquency are complex, and no single explanation addresses all
reasons youth decide to commit crime or how it is addressed (Cox et al., 2018). Since the
creation of the nation’s first juvenile court in Chicago, Illinois, in 1899, America’s juvenile
justice systems have teetered between punitive environments to ones that employ rehabilitative

16
efforts and prevention programs to mediate the strains placed on youth (Askew, 2013). They
suggest a myriad of social factors that increase the risk of delinquency. However, none is more
important than the support, or lack thereof, of the family unit. Herman et al. (1997) argued a
correlation exists between exposure to childhood maltreatments like family violence, physical
and sexual abuse, and inadequate supervision, and the future adverse outcomes for children.
Scholars protracted this conversation to include parent criminality, diminished attachment, lack
of bonding to children, and women having children at a young age as factors significantly
impeding youth from growing in safe and nurturing home environments (Fox et al., 2015; Hall et
al., 2017).
Tragically, weak social bonds limit the ability for children to thrive. Poor family
relationships because of abuse, neglect, inappropriate discipline practices, the antisocial
behaviors of siblings, high rates of family conflict to include divorce, and the strains placed on
single parent households have detrimental effects on childhood development (Zarnello, 2018)
and self-esteem (Cloitre et al., 2009; Suzuki & Tomoda, 2015). In fact, one fourth of all children
in the United States are raised in single-parent homes (Kramer, 2019). For African American
children, almost one half are raised in homes in which a female is the primary caregiver (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2019). According to Allwood et al. (2011), a solid predictor of delinquency is a
child’s rate of happiness of their parents’ marriage. For children living in single-parent homes,
they are not given a similar opportunity to rate such an environment. Dysfunction in the home
manifests in a myriad of ways, including involvement with social service agencies. In some
instances, protecting children requires their removal from the unsafe environment.
The removal episode itself is traumatic to children; however, placement decisions may
magnify the harmful effects to children (Olson et al., 2019; Wilson et al., 2017). Soli et al.
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(2009) suggested that youth who have “harmonious sibling relationships” (p. 578) are more
likely to have positive outcomes. Yet due to a lack of quality foster placements, at times, child
welfare agencies have no choice but to interrupt these relationships and place sibling groups in
separate homes (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019b). Moreover, placement into out-ofhome settings impede attachment relationships children have with teachers, guidance counselors,
and other school officials. Attachment with school serves as a protective factor against violent
behaviors in adolescence (Franke, 2000). Nevertheless, despite its best efforts, the child welfare
system may place children in different neighborhoods requiring youth to transition into new
schools (Fawley-King et al., 2017).
Traumas like childhood victimization manifest in the life histories of juvenile and adult
offenders (Fox et al., 2015; Giordano et al., 2019; Perez et al., 2018; Roemmele & MessmanMoore, 2011; Wemmers et al., 2018). Projected to be beneficial in recognition of risk factors
leading to delinquency, Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory (GST) emphasizes the pressures,
or strains, that direct an individual towards criminal behavior. Life strains like exposure to
ACEs, including out-of-home placements, "by causing, influencing, and interacting with
negative emotions, aggressive personality traits, and criminogenic social learning, are predicted
to result in dysfunctional coping" (Reid, 2010, p. 72).
Agnew (2000) further postulated that some strains which have more significant effects or
diminish the social bonds of individuals increase the likelihood that a youth will offend (Jaggers
et al., 2014; Reid, 2010). Wemmers et al. (2018) suggested that strains from negative
environmental or behavioral life events build over time, contributing to a youth’s involvement in
delinquent behavior. Family background, to include maltreatment of children, serves as one of
the strongest predictors for criminal behavior (J. J. Doyle, 2007). Accordingly, J. J. Doyle
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(2007) and Wemmers et al. (2018) suggested children in the foster care system are two times
more likely to enter the criminal justice system as adults. For children raised in broken homes,
exposure to parental conflict or criminality block positive stimuli. The negative environment,
such as the number of stressors and strains, results in youth adopting poor coping strategies,
which include deviant behavior.
Problem Statement
Wolff et al. (2018) suggested that ACEs "have been identified as a key risk factor
associated with a wide range of negative life outcomes" (p. 2279). Youth with a history of
childhood traumas are more likely to develop internalizing and externalizing behaviors, to
include serious violent behavior and juvenile delinquency (Fox et al., 2015). For children
entering the foster care system, almost all experience some type of abuse, neglect, or
abandonment. Not part of the ACE Pyramid as displayed by the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) Adverse Childhood Experiences, the removal episode itself and placement
into substitute care may amplify the adverse effects on the child originally caused by
maltreatment by a parent or caregiver (Trivedi, 2019). Although the association between ACEs
and juvenile maladaptive behaviors, including delinquency, has become increasingly evident, it
is relatively unclear as to whether out-of-home placements serve as predictors of juvenile
offending.
Research on ACEs has developed dramatically since Felitti et al.’s (1998) landmark
study. Studies examining a nexus between childhood trauma and adult criminality have helped
shape intervention strategies. However, gaps exist when interviewing adults about incidents that
occurred years prior (Baglivio et al., 2017). Other research has focused on the impact of ACEs
on postpartum psychiatric episodes (Meltzer et al., 2018), or insight into the relationship between
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ACEs and juvenile sexual offending, specifically in male and female juveniles (Fox, 2017).
When examining the literature on ACEs and the impact on juvenile delinquency, many articles
included data collected from adults, recalling childhood events retrospectively, often grouping
multiple constructs like childhood maltreatments or trauma under the ACE umbrella. Although
each construct is essential, research on ACEs repeatedly fails to include the effect that out-ofhome placements have on offending.
Research often neglects to define ACEs when examining criminality, physical or
psychological health outcomes. While some commentators have identified a nexus between
specific childhood maltreatments like sexual abuse, physical abuse, exposure to family violence,
and parental incarceration to deviance, the outcomes revealed tend to group these constructs
without defining how each childhood trauma may have impacted an individual (Fox, 2017; Reid,
2018), specifically juvenile offending. Childhood trauma, specifically out-of-home placements,
were chosen to fill the gaps of previous research. There are 10 categories of adverse experiences
often discussed in ACE studies. Most often, academic literature presents them as an
amalgamation of the collective, instead of examining the specific outcomes of each ACE. The
research is needed to help community service providers, schools, juvenile courts, and law
enforcement develop intervention strategies that address the specific needs of juveniles with a
history of childhood trauma, specifically, those who experienced removal from their parents and
caregivers and were placed into substitute care.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to define out-of-home placements as an ACE and provide
information on how exposure to out-of-home placements influences juvenile behavior. This
more relevant information may inform evidence-based practices in child welfare agencies and
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juvenile courts that help direct prevention services and mitigate removal episodes. While studies
examine the relationship between ACEs and serious and violent juvenile offenders (Fox et al.,
2015), very little research has examined the link between specific traumas like out-of-home
placements and juvenile delinquency, or even how exposure manifests differently amongst male
and female juveniles (Lee & Kim, 2018).
The research study is quantitative, using existing, open-source data from the Pathways to
Desistance study (Mulvey et al., 2014). The longitudinal study consists of 1,354 serious juvenile
offenders in two locales: Philadelphia, PA, and Phoenix, AZ. The anonymized data protects the
confidentiality of participants (Schubert et al., 2004). Despite an abundance of research on
ACEs, little is known on the effect out-of-home placements or protective factors (independent
variables) have on offending (dependent variable), and what protective factors may neutralize
offending. Therefore, the research design required the use of existing longitudinal data from the
Pathways to Desistance study on juvenile offenders. The Pathways to Desistance study includes
measures for out-of-home placements and protective factors.
Dependent Variables
Pathways to Desistance researchers adapted the Self-Reported Offending (SRO) measure
(Huizinga et al., 1991) to study participants’ involvement in deviant behavior and illegal
activities. Three measures of delinquency constitute the dependent variables for the current
study. Income offending consists of 10 offenses which participants reported having committed.
The full list of income offenses is available in Appendix A. Aggressive offending includes 11
aggressive offenses such as forcing someone to have sex and taking something by force using a
weapon. The aggressive offending list of offenses may be located in Appendix B. The third
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measure of total delinquency includes all offenses of income and aggressive offending domains
and other less-serious crimes. All total offenses are available in Appendix C.
Independent Variables
Pathways researchers spent considerable time on deciding the appropriate measures used
in the study. During the baseline and follow-up interviews, participants were asked questions
covering six dimensions that, in part, solicited information on stays in out-of-home placements
as well as conditions that may build resilience against deviance (Mulvey et al., 2004; Schubert et
al., 2004). Specifically, researchers inquired about the specific out-of-home placement stays in
foster care and residential treatment centers. At the baseline interview, involvement in
residential and social-service-type environments were examined using modified versions of the
Child and Adolescent Services Assessment (Burns et al., 1992). Additionally, protective factors
covered domains that are generally accepted as areas in which childhood maltreatment stems.
They include (a) community factors, (b) family characteristics and relationships, and (c) societal
context (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2004). This study examines four protective
factors: (a) parental warmth: mother, (b) parental warmth: father, (c) education: bonding with
teachers, and (d) education: satisfaction with school. Additional variables examined in this study
include age and gender.
Significance of the Study
In 2017, more than 3.5 million children in the United States were subjects of reports of
child abuse, abandonment, and neglect. Of those, 17% had verified dispositions for the
maltreatment. According to the Administration for Children and Families (2019), the national
child victimization rate is 9.1 victims per 1,000 children in the U.S. population. This equates to a
2.7% increase from 2013. Data for the fiscal year 2017 revealed that over 18% of victims
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experience physical abuse and almost 75% suffer from neglect. In nearly 15% of cases, children
were polyvictimized. In other words, children experienced multiple types of maltreatment.
Parental incarceration, for example, may attribute to a myriad of caregiver risk factors. Alcohol
and drug abuse include the compulsive use of alcohol or drugs and may be a contributing factor
in the arrest of a caregiver. Other caregiver risk factors include financial problems and domestic
or intimate partner violence.
A person under the age of 18 commits 25% of all violent crimes reported. Furthermore,
10% of all juvenile offenders commit more than 50% of severe and violent crime (Baglivio et al.,
2015; Fox et al., 2015; A. R. Piquero et al., 2003). Of all juvenile offenders, 90% have
experienced at least one traumatic childhood event, and many more have experienced two, three,
or more (Barn & Tan, 2012). Individuals with multiple childhood traumatic events are more
likely to have mental health issues like depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, conduct
disorders, and substance abuse problems (Mironova et al., 2011). Elevated ACE scores may
produce maladaptive behaviors like excessive drinking, poor education, and violence (Baglivio
et al., 2015).
Research Questions
RQ1: Are the demographic variables of age and gender related to offending?
RQ2: Does out-of-home placements such as foster care and residential treatment
facilities increase juvenile delinquency?
RQ3: Are the aforementioned protective factors of parental warmth, education: bonding
to teachers, and education: satisfaction with school equally effective at neutralizing the risk of
offending?
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Definitions
1. Adverse childhood experiences: Experiences that are potentially traumatic events that
occur in childhood, between the ages of 0–17. Examples include children exposed to
household violence and dysfunction, parental incarceration, physical and sexual abuse,
and substance abuse problems by a parent or caregiver (Arincorayan et al., 2017).
2. Developmental and life-course: How multiple factors shape individual or people’s lives
over the course of their life (A. R. Piquero, 2015).
3. Developmental taxonomy: A dual taxonomy of offending behavior with two types of
antisocial behavior, the adolescence-limited offenders, and the life-course-persistent
offenders (El Sayed et al., 2017).
4. General Strain Theory: Strains or conditions disliked by individuals (Agnew, 2012; Reid,
2010).
5. Juvenile victimization: Violence and other crimes perpetrated against youth. These types
of crimes may include physical assaults like punching and kicking, sexual assaults, and
other crimes like bullying and theft (Segura et al., 2018).
6. Maladaptive behaviors: Refers to types of behaviors that inhibit one’s ability to adjust to
situations, or dysfunctional behaviors that develop in response to childhood trauma
(Roemmele & Messman-Moore, 2011).
7. Maltreatment: Any act, intentional or otherwise, that results in the harm, the potential for
harm, or the threat of harm to a child (Valentino, 2017).
8. Parental incarceration: Custodial confinement of a parent or caregiver, to include
relatives and non-relatives, by the criminal justice system, except being held overnight in
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police cells. Incarceration refers to confinement in jails or prisons (Giordano et al., 2019;
Murray et al., 2012).
9. Physical abuse: Refers to the general definition of any non-accidental physical injury to a
child. Examples include striking, burning, or biting of a child or an action that result in
physical impairment of a child (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019a).
10. Post-traumatic stress disorder: Highly distressing fear and anxiety based on symptoms
when a person recalls or encounters reminders of a traumatic event (Fuller & Foreman,
2014).
11. Psychopathology: Refers to the scientific study of mental illness and the factors which
may contribute to maladaptive behaviors or any abnormal and problematic behavior that
indicates the presence of a mental disorder (Fox, 2017).
12. Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY): A structured professional
judgement tool to assess violence risk in youth, most often used in adolescents between
12–18 (Borum et al., 2010).
13. Trauma: The experience of an event by a person that is emotionally painful, often
resulting in lasting mental and physical effects (Fox et al., 2015).
14. Validity: Applies to a measure that reports the intent of a question honestly (Fraenkel et
al., 2012).
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
General strain theory (GST) and developmental taxonomy are reviewed in this chapter,
and their application to the effect of out-of-home placements on juvenile delinquency is
considered. GST provides a comprehensive explanation of the associations between
victimization and delinquency (Wemmers et al., 2018). Developmental and life-course theories,
including developmental taxonomy, expanded the perspective of strain theories, suggesting
multiple factors throughout the life-cycle may influence criminality, including childhood
delinquency (Farrington, 2003; Moffitt, 1993). Following these theoretical reviews, research
related to the strains of childhood trauma, including adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) will
be discussed in the context of strain youth may be exposed to during their chief developmental
years. Next, psychological maladjustment due to abuse is examined, and the social strains of
disproportionality and disparity in child welfare and juvenile justice are analyzed. The chapter
continues by examining the impact of out-of-home placements on academic achievement and
mental well-being. Protective factors that build resiliency amongst youth will also be reviewed.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework guiding this study comes from two different theories:
Agnew’s (1992, 2000) GST and Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomy.
General Strain Theory
Whereas early strain theorists like Merton (1938) focused on “the goal of monetary
success or the somewhat broader goal of middle-class status” (Agnew, 2012, p. 33), Agnew’s
GST provides an expanded perspective on delinquency. The socio-psychological theory
suggests that delinquency is the outcome of the pressures that influence a person to commit
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crime. As Agnew (2012) noted, deviance and delinquency “results from the blockage of painavoidance behavior as well as the blockage of goal-seeking behavior” (p. 33). The strains
experienced during childhood interact with criminogenic learning, often resulting in maladaptive
coping strategies and delinquent behaviors (Agnew, 1992, 2012; Reid, 2010).
Critics attacked Merton’s (1938) strain theories as they failed to provide reasonable
explanation as to why crime rates peaked during late teenage years (Agnew, 1985). Moreover, if
strain was caused due to a person’s inability to achieve success monetarily, criminogenic
behaviors should then be more serious for adults. Agnew (2012) addressed the discrepancy in
his early revision of strain theory, and suggested that people do not commit crime because of
their inability to achieve goals they positively value, but instead by their inability to “escape” (p.
34) or remove themselves from distressing conditions.
Others suggested strain theory be abandoned for its failure to explain crime other than
mostly financial crimes and for its limited explanation as to why only some people reacted to
strains with criminogenic behavior (Hirschi, 1969). Agnew (1985, 1992), however, argued that
strain theory should play a pivotal role in explaining crime causation. In fact, causal models of
delinquency in the late 1970s into the 1980s failed to include strain variables to help elucidate
the influences of juvenile and adult criminal behavior (Elliot et al., 1985; Massey & Krohn,
1986; Thornberry, 1987). These causal templates, as Agnew (1992) argued, focused on social
control and social learning theories. GST emphasized how negative emotions interact with
deleterious events. Agnew (2006) further postulated that strains of greater significance, ones that
deteriorate social bonds, and others that support “criminogenic beliefs” (Reid, 2010, p. 72)
greatly increase probability of juvenile delinquency.
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Developmental and Life-Course Theories
In response to identified gaps in prior theoretical perspectives on offending, integrated
theories include cross-disciplinary perspectives for crime causation. Integrated theories like
developmental and life-course contend that problematic behaviors in life are largely due to a lack
of self-esteem and empathy, to name a few, due to negative factors presented throughout the
juvenile’s most significant developmental years (Cox et al., 2018; Fox & Farrington, 2016;
McCuish & Lussier, 2017; Simi et al., 2016). As the world transitioned into the 21st century,
theories surrounding the reasons why juveniles commit crime started to shift. With the
foundation established by the Felitti et al. (1998) study, a more comprehensive theoretical
perspective took shape to help explain juvenile deviance and delinquency. Integrated theories
suggest that many roads individuals experience throughout their life influence future behavior,
and in the case of ACEs and other strains, these experiences lead to criminal behavior.
Past research and theoretical explanations, however, were often a result of studies
completed at a certain point in the life cycle, using the experiences up to that point. Researchers
recognized the complex nature of juvenile delinquency and often suggested that no single theory
could explain all criminal behavior, nor could any alone address the factors influencing a
person's decision to commit a crime (Farrington, 2003; Heidt & Wheeldon, 2015).
Social scientists suggest control and strain theories serve the study of offending,
specifically in juveniles, well. They consider multiple factors that influence a person's decision
to commit a crime. Farrington (2003) expanded on this perspective, examining how behavior
changes throughout the life cycle influence a person’s decision to adhere to social norms. His
methodology diverged from previous theories that focused on single points in one's life. He
created four influences, referred to as paradigmatic factors that shape behavior. The factors drew
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upon past sociological and psychological theories. Developmental and life-course theories make
no predetermined assumptions for delinquent behaviors. The decisions to exhibit certain
behaviors are a result of influencers throughout an individual's life.
At times, multiple factors, including interactions with family and society, or a
culmination of both, lead to a youth's decision to act defiantly (Cox et al., 2018). Life-course
theories suggest multiple psychological, sociological, and environmental factors interact
throughout life and increase the likelihood of maladaptive behaviors. In youth, exposure to
ACEs, out-of-home placements, other childhood trauma, and sociological factors like poverty
and school bullying manifest more significantly during the formative years of child development.
The evidence garnered from research provides a link between early exposure to trauma,
including ongoing and regular abuse and neglect, to future juvenile offending (Barra et al., 2018;
Fox, 2017; Meldrum et al., 2020; Wolff et al., 2018)
Developmental Taxonomy
Moffitt's development and life-course theory garnered attention from her 1993 article,
“Adolescence-limited and Life-Course Persistent Antisocial Behavior: A Developmental
Taxonomy.” She analyzed data on hundreds of people from childhood through middle age and
mapped their criminal behavior and risk factors. She identified two different types of offenders.
The first is adolescence-limited, which are the majority of offenders and commit crime between
the ages of 15 and 24. They have environment, psychological and sociological risk factors, such
as peer influence, and maturity or attainment gap factors. These offenders age out of crime (see
Figure 1).
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In other words, adolescent-limited offenders are motivated by the desire to look favorable in the
eyes of their peers, do something that adults do, such as drinking, smoking, drug use, or other
thrill-seeking behaviors like vandalism, burglary, and petty theft.
Conversely, Moffitt (1993) found a group of life-course persistent offenders who begin
offending at a young age, as early as the age of 7. These offenders continue committing crimes
throughout their lives. This group makes up a small portion of all offenders; however, they are
marked by severe psychological and biological risk factors. They show major trauma and abuse
in childhood, neurophysiological deficits, in many cases extreme poverty, psychopathologies,
mental health disorders, and other related family and community deficits. Recently, research has
provided new support of Moffitt's developmental taxonomy theory, suggesting that kids who
experience repeated abuse and other childhood trauma are more likely to be life-course persistent
offenders (Salvatore et al., 2012).
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Related Literature
The Strain of Childhood Trauma
Certain life experiences and childhood victimization manifest in the life histories of
juvenile and adult offenders (Fox et al., 2015; Giordano et al., 2019; Perez et al., 2018;
Roemmele & Messman-Moore, 2011; Wemmers et al., 2018). Research should endeavor to
identify the role out-of-home placements have on escalating maladaptive behaviors (Farrington,
2003).
Agnew (1992) suggested that strain theory “focuses explicitly on negative relationships
with others: relationships in which the individual is not treated as he or she wants to be treated”
(p. 48). Within the context of childhood trauma or maltreatment, strain theory serves as a fitting
framework. Diminished protective capacities and poor parenting exhibited by abuse and neglect
by parents or other caregivers is often cited as a primary source of childhood strain influencing
deviance and delinquency (Agnew, 2000; Reid, 2010). As previously suggested, research
reveals the myriad forms of maltreatment resulting in maladaptive coping strategies and other
physical, mental, and cognitive deficiencies, to include a juvenile’s association and involvement
in delinquency (Barboza, 2020; J. D. Ford et al., 2006; Ghazali et al., 2018; Kang & Burton,
2014; Kerig, 2019; Protic et al., 2020; Reid, 2010; Schofield et al., 2019).
Exposure to childhood maltreatment may likely lead to and influence a decision to
engage in abusive relationships into adulthood (Agnew, 2006). “Dysfunctional templates” (Reid,
2010, p. 78) serve as the basis for generational abuse and neglect. As Fraley’s (2002) metaanalysis concluded, the stability, or lack thereof, of relationships, form the template of the
relationship process until age 20. As Reid (2010) and others (Liang et al., 2006) suggested, the
relationship between a mother and her child serves as the most significant factor of the
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relationship process. Caregiver strain, therefore, impedes the development of vital mother-child
bonding.
Effects of Caregiver Strain
Felitti et al.’s (1998) landmark study set the course for future academic research that
childhood traumatic events like physical and sexual abuse, exposure to household violence, and
parental incarceration have on the physical, emotional, and psychological health and wellbeing
of youth. Exposure to childhood adversity leads to adverse outcomes such as mental illness and
maladaptive behaviors. Unfortunately, ACEs serve as predictors for future violent and chronic
behavior among youth offending and into adulthood. In one report, up to 90% of juvenile
offenders in the United States experienced at least one traumatic event during childhood, and
exposure to multiple traumatic events increases the likelihood of juvenile offending by 35%
(Fox, 2017). The nexus between child trauma and deviant and delinquent behavior is apparent.
For the past two decades, literature is expansive on ACEs, and the impact exposure to
traumatic events during childhood has on juvenile outcomes (Hall et al., 2017; Saha et al., 2013).
Felitti et al.’s (1998) foundational report demonstrated how dysfunction, specifically within the
family, negatively affects health. To clarify, dysfunction serves as the primary risk factor for
numerous causes of premature deaths in adults. Since the study, scholars have examined how
exposure to ACEs may affect other facets of life. Some include the criminality in juvenile and
adult populations, social constructs, and healthcare. D. C. Ford et al. (2014) found that
developmentally, the impact of critical childhood events has devastating consequences.
Exposure to ACEs may lead to deficits in the brain's neurological functions and, subsequently, to
cognitive delays. Psychiatric disorders may manifest due to exposure to household violence or
physical abuse. While professionals and researchers in behavior health have examined the
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effects of ACEs, to include parental neglect on brain development (Felitti et al., 1998), scholars
have more recently focused on the correlation between ACEs and juvenile deviance (Baglivio et
al., 2015; Brame et al., 2003, 2010; Chu et al., 2009; Fagan & Novak, 2018; Perez et al., 2018).
For the past century, criminal justice agencies used punitive measures to address juvenile
and adult offending. In other words, if "you commit the crime, you do the time." Juvenile
detention facilities and local, state, and federal jails and prisons became homes for offenders of
all ages. For more minor offenses, community service programs and financial restitution offered
offenders a way to pay their debt to society. The punitive method of punishment did little in the
form of rehabilitation to address the root cause of why an individual committed a crime. Instead,
tough on crime laws only contributed to an already overcrowded prison system and a justice
program with extraordinarily high recidivism rates (Aizer & Doyle, 2015; Terrill, 2015).
Although prisons have historically offered substance abuse and mental health programs within
the walls of institutions, they were mostly ineffective in treating the problem. This was due to
inadequate delivery of the service or lack of interest by the offender (Khodabandeh et al., 2018).
As local, state, and federal officials decide how best to address the concerning juvenile
incarceration rates with little to no increase in funding, leaders have engaged the academic
community to identify the problem and provide alternative solutions. Building on Felitti et al.’s
(1998) findings, scholars note the importance of examining the relationship between childhood
trauma and future offending (Fox, 2017). Instead of a reactionary response following criminal
behavior, the focus shifted to utilizing research to understand how ACEs may predict particular
severe and violent behavior that often leads to jail time (Hilton et al., 2019; Khodabandeh et al.,
2018; Segeren et al., 2020). Commentators identified a correlation between self-esteem and
aggressive and violent behavior, and exposure to how ACEs lead to lower hope and self-esteem.
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Individuals who experienced traumatic events like physical abuse and parental incarceration are
more likely to have low self-esteem. Children with low self-esteem are more likely to display
maladaptive behaviors (Perez et al., 2018). Edwards et al. (2007) posited that mitigating juvenile
and adult offending does not rest within the confines of detention facilities but instead through
the early identification of at-risk youth. Compared to youth with no exposure to an ACE,
children that witness family violence, for example, are more likely to develop psychological and
physical deficits (Laslett et al., 2020; Orr et al., 2020).
Munoz et al. (2018) described the memories of traumatic incidents as attention robbers,
and although the literature is abundant on the psychological impact created by ACEs (Fox, 2017;
Fox et al., 2015; Perez et al., 2018), there remains a gap in understanding the nexus between
post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) and hope. PTSD developed during childhood negatively
affects hope, as traumatic events in childhood overwhelm a youth’s memories, even as they
graduate into adulthood. Mental health professionals have utilized this research in their
therapeutic approach with children experiencing PTSD. Successful interventions include
practices addressing attention-robbing memories. However, there remains a concern specific to
this type of intervention strategy as it requires the individual to relive traumatic childhood
events. The anxiety that develops creates a roadblock to a person’s ability to focus on positive
goals. Ultimately, this leads to a person having lower hope (Munoz et al., 2018). Limitations of
research specific to the impact of ACEs on memories include the methodology used by
researchers. Often, scholars focus on adult participants who recall incidents from their
childhoods. The incidents may have taken place 10, 20, 30 years ago, or longer. The details of
the event may be blurred or shaped differently over time (Munoz et al., 2018). Longitudinal
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research efforts during childhood address the deficits associated with describing life events
retrospectively (Raffaelli et al., 2018).
To prevent child abuse and neglect from occurring proves difficult. Understanding the
challenges with crime prevention, the focus of system-of-care models across the United States
endeavors to intervene as soon as possible following a traumatic event, like physical abuse,
parental incarceration, or out-of-home placements. Logan-Greene et al. (2017) described
childhood exposure to violence and abuse as the silent killer. Tragically, more than one third of
the juvenile population (0–17) globally experience at least one traumatic incident. Furthermore,
25% of females have been a victim of sexual abuse. In the United States, the Administration for
Children and Families (2019) estimated that states receive more than 3.5 million calls of abuse
and neglect annually. With insufficient funding allocated to child welfare agencies, personnel
dedicated to the protection of children do not receive the necessary tools to address the family’s
needs beyond the allegation. In other words, investigations tend to be incident-focused,
considering whether abuse occurred. Incident-focused investigations fail to provide the
necessary referrals to children and families to address the root-causes of problems (LoganGreene et al., 2017). As more children enter the foster care system, the costs associated with
abuse continue to rise. In the fiscal year 2017, addressing childhood abuse cost more than $105
billion. A significant portion was appropriated to community-based care case management
organizations and foster care (Administration for Children and Families, 2019). Despite money
funneling into the child welfare system, scholars suggest it is not enough, or at least, not arriving
at the most appropriate services to address childhood trauma (Logan-Greene et al., 2017). With
more children entering the dependency system, into foster and residential settings, an
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overwhelmed system fails to declare permanency expeditiously, resulting in lengthy stays for
dependent youth (Chamberlain et al., 2008), creating more harm to children.
Much of the literature on the impact of ACEs on future offending and other maladaptive
behaviors reveals a link between the two; however, more recently, research has focused on the
detrimental effects of early childhood exposure. Perez et al. (2018) contended the most effective
and impactful time to address risk factors is during a youth’s most formative years for emotional
and cognitive development, before the age of 11. By doing so, familial risk factors that lead to
traumatic events, or youth entering the dependency or delinquency system, have a better chance
of future success. To clarify, providing appropriate, evidence-based services to children and
families early in life will positively affect future outcomes (Perez et al., 2018). By understanding
the pathways leading to dependency and delinquency, the system of care may provide better and
more informed decisions and interventions. Child welfare professionals, juvenile probation
officers, therapeutic practitioners, and the judiciary may develop treatment and case management
plans to address the root causes that have led to deviant and violent behavior, low hope,
diminished parental protective capacities, and other risk factors (Liming & Grube, 2018).
Studies over the past 20 years examined the impact of ACEs on children, specifically the
relationship between exposure and future deviance, violence, and criminality. Research remains
limited in providing recommendations or advancing knowledge to those committed to working
with children placed in out-of-home settings. In part, mitigating developmental delays and
emotional or physical deficits require early recognition of household dysfunction (Rocque et al.,
2015), and while it may prove difficult to predict future abuse, what is known is that child
welfare and juvenile probation professionals across the United States engage more than 4 million
children annually. For those who provide service intervention to children and families, a system-
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wide approach to training may provide opportunities to address notable gaps in the current
delivery of services. A trauma-informed, multi-disciplinary approach adequately addresses the
complex issues associated with childhood trauma and provides the necessary interventions. In
part, trauma-informed models deliver effective services to the child and the household members
contributing to the dysfunction (Liming & Grube, 2018). Perez et al. (2018) posited that through
understanding the significance of ACEs and their impact, professionals may be better able to
predict future behaviors.
Children who experience childhood trauma serve as “strong predictors” (Fox, 2017, p.
137) of future criminal offending (Baglivio & Epps, 2015). In states across the country, law
enforcement agencies and probation officers continue to be overwhelmed addressing crimes
committed by juveniles. Once apprehended, juvenile populations in detention facilities continue
to increase. Leaders of both criminal justice and dependency systems receive criticism for failed
approaches to juvenile crime and meaningful intervention strategies. Mears (2014) highlighted
the inadequacies when examining juveniles who commit offenses while using drugs. In this
situation, many juveniles are court-ordered to complete substance abuse classes, simply because
they were under the influence at the time the crime was committed. Furthermore, there is a small
percentage of offenders referred to drug courts to provide a more thorough array of services.
Mears further noted than an evidence-based approach goes beyond the obvious to recognize the
impact trauma has on individuals, including how it may manifest into future behaviors.
Programs that provide trauma-informed treatment in healing and nurturing environments prove
beneficial and positively affect future actions. The early assessment and intervention of ACEs
guide a pathway for recovery for children and families (Valentino, 2017).
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Over the past 10 years, research examined the impact of ACEs soon after birth up to 7
years of age, to include how childhood trauma influences the social and emotional well-being for
very young children. Similar to prior research on the impact of ACEs on children between 12
and 18 years of age, there are comparable results in younger children. For children ages 0–7,
exposure to ACEs are more likely to lead to internalizing or externalizing behaviors (Fox, 2017;
Liming & Grube, 2018). Behaviors include cutting, low self-esteem, and self-degrading
comments made about themselves (internalizing), and externalizing behaviors like violence and
aggression, deviance, and disobedience remain of significant concern in youth who have been
exposure to ACEs early in childhood.
Neglect
The Federal Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C.A. §5106g) defines
child abuse and neglect as an act or failure to act by a parent or caregiver that results in death,
serious harm (physical or emotional), sexual abuse, or exploitation, or an act/failure to act which
“presents an imminent risk of serious harm” (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2018a, p. 2).
Although often considered less consequential than physical abuse, neglected children may
present as more destructive than abused (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2018a; Hilyard &
Wolfe, 2002). Neglect remains misunderstood as it is commonly considered only in the context
of a parent. By understanding the reasons for neglect beyond solely focusing on parents may
provide more robust, strength-based interventions.
Neglect may manifest in distress, maladaptive coping, and posttraumatic stress symptoms
(De Bellis & Zisk, 2014). The Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2012)
identified that neglect may impair health and physical development, specifically,
malnourishment and worsen brain development. Additionally, neglect may stunt intellectual
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development, and be observable in poor academic performance and delayed language growth.
The negative effects of neglect may also be manifested in internalizing behaviors like poor selfesteem and attachment issues, or externalizing behaviors through anger and aggression (Center
on the Developing Child at Harvard University, 2012). Metzler et al. (2017) posited the negative
effects of neglect are interrelated, suggesting that deficits in one area influence other
developmental areas.
Physical Abuse
The Child Welfare Information Gateway (2019a) defines physical abuse as “any
nonaccidental physical injury to the child” (p. 2). Youth exposed to physical abuse like kicking,
burning, biting a child, to name a few, may have detrimental physical, societal, psychological,
and behavioral ramifications. Because they are generally smaller in stature and more vulnerable
to harm due to the strength of the parent or caregiver, children, especially children under the age
of 5, are susceptible to egregious injuries (Barnett et al., 2005; Reid, 2010). Unlike neglect, the
appearance of physical abuse may present quickly. Common indicators of physical abuse
include burns, bruises, cuts, head and oral injuries, welts, and Munchausen’s syndrome by proxy
or factitious disorder (Florida Department of Children and Families, 2018).
Researchers have linked child physical abuse to psychological, behavioral, and societal
consequences (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2018a; see also Bick & Nelson, 2016; Choi
et al., 2017; C. Doyle & Cicchetti, 2017; Herrenkohl et al., 2017). The negative effects of
physical abuse depend on the abuse itself. Long-term effects may be realized immediately in
cases of shaken baby syndrome, where the brain is damaged. Other physical health
consequences of abuse include vision deficits, heart attacks, back problems, malnutrition, stroke,
cancer, and headaches (Afifi et al., 2016; Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019a; Felitti et
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al., 1998; Monnat & Chandler, 2015). For children who experience sexual abuse, Widom et al.
(2012) suggested they are more likely to contract sexually transmitted diseases like human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV) or hepatitis C.
Parental Incarceration
Due to their young age, children under 5 are generally recognized as the most vulnerable.
In the states reporting to the Administration for Children and Families (2019), nearly 30% of
victims of child abuse and neglect are 3 years or younger. According to the Administration for
Children and Families (2019), the victimization rate for children less than 1 year of age is
highest, at 25.3 per 1,000 children. As children become older, that rate of victimization
decreases (Crouch et al., 2019). Of all child victimizations, nearly 15% suffer from multiple
maltreatments. The most common multiple types of victimization include neglect and physical
abuse. Neglect may take several forms, including parental incarceration. In the United States
alone, 3.6 million parents are involved in the correctional system. One million parents remain in
a correctional facility at the local, state, or federal level (Christian, 2009). The 1 million
incarcerated adults have 2.7 million children without their parent to provide for them. Over the
past two decades, the number of parents behind bars has almost doubled. Over the same period,
the number of mothers incarcerated increased by 87%, compared to 60% for fathers. Young
children under the age of 10 experience the highest percentage of parents who are incarcerated.
According to Rutgers University (2014), approximately 50% of all children with incarcerated
parents are under 10 years old.
Research contends there are short- and long-term effects on children that experience
parental incarceration (Kjellstrand et al., 2020; Rutgers University, 2014). At the time of the
arrest, approximately 1 in 5 children witness their mother handcuffed and removed from the
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scene. More than half of these children reside only with their mothers, who have served as the
sole parental figures. The Administration for Children and Families (2019) suggested that soon
after the arrest of their mother, children may experience nightmares and flashbacks about the
incident. There is also debate as to whether to tell the child about the arrest or any information
leading to the arrest. Although some argue that sharing information with children about why
their mother or father has been arrested serves as a way to minimize the trauma associated with
parental incarceration, others contend that having family or friends share information leads to
additional emotional trauma (Trotter et al., 2017). Conspiracy of silence has been coined in
situations where information has not been shared with children (Chui & Yeung, 2016).
Researchers continue to examine the impact of not sharing information with youth, and albeit
limited, results reveal that not sharing information with children impedes their ability to cope.
For children who are uncertain of their parents’ situation, they have elevated rates of anxiousness
(Administration for Children and Families, 2019).
A small but growing population is the number of mothers pregnant at the time of
incarceration. Child welfare agencies continue to investigate increasing numbers of women who
give birth while in jail or prison. In addition to safety and placement decisions made on behalf
of the child, mothers are only given a few days of contact with their newborn before having to
give the child to a family, friend, or child welfare professional. Due to the mother’s situation,
there is little opportunity to bond (Administration for Children and Families, 2019). As children
age with parents incarcerated, they are more likely to exhibit attachment disorders, peer
relationship and school problems, and diminished cognitive abilities. Some evidence suggests
that males exhibit externalizing behavior like violence and aggression while females demonstrate
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internalizing behaviors like self-deprecation and poor self-esteem (Administration for Children
and Families, 2019).
Psychological Maladjustment
Until recently, the research on childhood trauma primarily examined the impact on
physical and psychological health. An underexamined result area “to both childhood trauma and
future offending is psychopathology” (Fox, 2017, p. 138). Psychopathologies are problematic
behaviors indicative of mental, personality, and other cognitive disorders. They are the
symptoms that lead to the manifestation of these disorders. Psychopathologies include
psychosis, low empathy, aggression, depression, and anxiety. Created by the American
Psychiatric Association, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5)
serves as an assessment tool for mental illness. In part, the assessment provides information and
criteria professionals use for treatment plans (Fox, 2017; Khodabandeh et al., 2018).
By in large, professionals in clinical psychology, psychiatry, and criminology agree that
psychological maladjustment develops early in the life cycle. Psychopathologies have been
linked to childhood traumatic events like neglectful parenting, emotional stress related to
household dysfunction (Drury et al., 2017), and physical and sexual abuse. Because
development in children between the ages of 0–5 is instrumental for future positive outcomes,
coupled with increased information on the negative impact of ACEs, specifically early in
childhood, researchers are examining the nexus between psychopathologies and childhood
trauma in juvenile offenders. In a recent study, Fox et al. (2015) contended that
psychopathologies contribute to a juvenile sexual offenders’ (JSOs) rationalization for the
criminal behaviors. JSOs have unusual beliefs and thoughts about themselves and the people
they victimize.
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In the United States alone, 2,000,000 children and young adults are exposed to some part
of the juvenile justice system. Furthermore, scholars suggest that millions more are at risk of
involvement with the system for a host of reasons, to include mental health and other emotional
issues (Puzzanchera & Kang, 2010). Juvenile justice professionals alone may not possess the
necessary skills when addressing the complex and severe nature of the mental health and
emotional issues youth encounter. Collaboration and creating systems of care with mental health
services allow juvenile justice systems the ability to focus on the needs of these at-risk youth.
Mental health experts understand the challenges this population presents and may develop
treatment plans on how best to address those challenges. According to Shufelt et al. (2010), 70%
of juveniles involved in the justice system have one diagnosable mental health need, and 25%
have other emotional issues. Many of the reasons youth become involved with the juvenile
justice system stems from untreated mental health concerns that developed because of exposure
to childhood trauma. Exposure to childhood trauma impedes psychological development and
increases the risk of severe and violent juvenile offending (Fox, 2017; Maschi et al., 2014). In
fact, more than 90% of the juveniles navigating through the system have at least one ACE.
Juvenile justice is not equipped to address the mental health needs of youth. Therefore,
collaboration with mental health professionals provides a balanced solution to identify and
respond to the needs of community children.
In past literature, findings suggest that specific pathologies have been relatively accurate
in providing information about the characteristics of a sexual offender, the rates of violent and
sexual-related crime recidivism, and the types of the offender (Fox et al., 2015).
Psychopathologies like depression, lack of empathy and emotion, psychosis, and depression have
been identified in adults who sexually offend at higher rates compared to the public. Although
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there remains a continued focus on psychopathology and adult offending, specifically violent
crime, anger, and sexual offending, research regarding psychopathologies and juvenile offending
has not garnered as much attention (Jolliffe et al., 2014). The literature does indicate that
problematic and deviant behaviors in juveniles are signs of later offending. In fact, aggression,
low empathy, and paranoia serve as predictors in JSOs. More than 80% of sex offenders have
mental health issues, although not all diagnosed prior to the committing a violent or sexually
charged offense, and as previously discussed, more than 90% of offenders have at least one
traumatic event during childhood. These findings suggest a link between psychopathologies and
juvenile offending (Fox, 2017).
The psychopathologies that present due to childhood trauma are not limited to juvenile
behavior. Roemmele and Messman-Moore (2011) suggested that exposure to childhood abuse,
to include physical abuse, leads to risky sexual behavior. Three forms of childhood trauma were
examined: sexual, physical, and emotional abuse. For years, risky sexual behavior was most
commonly related to child sexual abuse. Often, victims of child sexual abuse initiate sexual
intercourse at an earlier age compared to the general population. Furthermore, they also report
elevated frequencies of sexual relations, in addition to more partners. More recently, researchers
focused on early maladaptive schemas (EMS), a term used to describe how juveniles rationalize
their experiences. Researchers use dysfunctional EMSs to describe toxic environments during
childhood, to include households where physical and sexual abuse occurred. EMSs develop
during childhood and continue throughout life (Roemmele & Messman-Moore, 2011).
The ability to access mental health services has historically proven difficult due in large
part to the multiple systems families must navigate. For youth who receive services before
contact with the juvenile justice system, they will likely experience "disruptions or changes in
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medications and providers, and information about their medical and mental health history is
often not shared" (Shufelt et al., 2010, p. 2). Conversely, there is less fragmentation when
children and families receive service provisions within a continuum of care in which services are
provided in a coordinated effort among multiple systems. Sherman and Jacobs (2011) contended
that meaningful and robust collaboration is critical to long-term sustainable and effective
juvenile justice programs, even long after funding ends. The relationships developed at the local,
state, and federal level aid in highlighting the positive outcomes when seeking future legislative
budget requests.
The Strain of Familial and Social Factors
Family
According to Cox et al. (2018), there is a myriad of social factors that increase the risk of
delinquency; however, none is more important than the support, or lack thereof, of the family
unit. Scholars in psychology and criminology note the significance of childhood exposure to
traumatic events. Herman et al. (1997) surmised a correlation between exposure to
maltreatments like family violence, physical and sexual abuse, and inadequate supervision and
future adverse outcomes for children. Cox et al. (2018) expanded on this conversation to include
parent criminality, poor attachment, and bonding to children and having young mothers as
factors significantly impeding safe and nurturing home environments. Other factors considered
having detrimental effects on childhood development and increasing the likelihood of
delinquency include inadequate discipline practices, antisocial behaviors of siblings, high rates
of family conflict, and parental separation (Cloitre et al., 2009; Cox et al., 2018).
According to Fox (2017), up to 90% of juvenile offenders had abusive backgrounds.
Further research suggests that juveniles with multiple ACEs have more of a propensity to exhibit
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delinquent behaviors (Cloitre et al., 2009). To compound the issue, approximately one fourth of
all children in the United States are raised in single-parent homes. For African American
children, about one half are raised in homes in which a female is a primary caregiver. According
to scholars, a good predictor of delinquency is a child's rate of happiness of their parents'
marriage. Children living in single-parent homes are not given a chance to rate this environment.
Tragically, social conditions limit the ability for these children to thrive, as the females tend to
make less money resulting in elevated rates of African American children living in poverty (Cox
et al., 2018). For children and families coming into contact with the child welfare system, racial
disproportionality and disparity continues to be prevalent (Child Welfare Information Gateway,
2016).
Strain of Disproportionality and Disparity in Child Welfare
African American children enter the foster care system at alarmingly high rates compared
to other racial groups. In fact, research has examined the overrepresentation of certain racial and
ethnic populations in the child welfare system (Derezotes et al., 2004; Summers, 2015).
Disparity and overrepresentation, however, do not only exist in out-of-home placements.
African American children, for example, have been shown to be victims of racial disparity at
multiple points of the child welfare system, to include safety decision-making and dependency
court hearings (Font, 2013). According to 2014 statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau, the
racial disproportionality index, a metric comparing the percentage “of children by race in the
general population to their percentage at various points in the child welfare continuum” (Child
Welfare Information Gateway, 2016, p. 2), African American children are represented in foster
care 1.8 times their rate in the general population. Similarly, American Indian children are 2.4
times their rate in the general population (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Disproportionality Compared to Total Population, 2014

Note. From Racial Disproportionality and Disparity in Child Welfare by Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2016, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, Children’s Bureau, p. 3. Open permission to reproduce and distribute this
table granted by Child Welfare Information Gateway.
Strain of Disproportionality in Juvenile Justice
Although criminological research has provided particulars about offenders, debate
continues surrounding the causal factors as to why people commit crime (N. L. Piquero &
Sealock, 2010). Despite reports suggesting minorities and specifically African Americans have
higher rates of crime compared to Whites (Hawkins et al., 1998; N. L. Piquero & Sealock, 2010;
Sterling, 2013), researchers continue to contemplate why racial discrepancies exist. Some
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suggest that “differential participation” (N. L. Piquero & Sealock, 2010, p. 170), where
minorities are overrepresented in the criminal justice system because they offend at higher rates
compered to Whites, is the reason for racial discrepancies (Dawson-Edwards et al., 2020;
Hindelang, 1978). Others posit that law enforcement efforts force more attention on minority
neighborhoods, thereby bringing minorities into the criminal justice system at disproportionate
rates (Tonry, 1995). Still others attribute minority overrepresentation in the juvenile justice
system to differential selection. A. R. Piquero (2008) referred to differential selection as a
juvenile justice system that treats African Americans and other minorities and White offenders
differently. The framework established by GST, notably arguing that stressful events evoke
negative emotions like fear or depression, offers insight into the impact of social factors, such as
how disproportionate minority contact (DMC) may influence delinquency (Agnew, 1992; Baron,
2004).
According to the U.S. Department of Justice (2009), DMC “refers to the disproportionate
representation of minority youth in the juvenile justice system” (p. 1). Over the past two
decades, federal attention on the topic of racial disparities in the juvenile justice system has gone
from focusing on disproportionate minority confinement to the evaluation of disparities at each
point of the juvenile system. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) and
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention fund research to inform policies and
the necessary responses to race and ethnic disparities and address DMC. In 1988, the U.S.
Congress, through an amended JJDPA, required all states to establish procedures to address the
mounting issue of disproportionate minority confinement. It was not until 2002, however, that
Congress amended legislation to provide a more broadened response. At this time, all 50 states
address DMC at every phase of the juvenile justice process (Sherman & Jacobs, 2011). For
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states that failed to adhere to the amended legislation, the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) was empowered to withhold 20% of a state’s grant allocation
for the following year (U.S. Department of Justice, 2009).
One of the major initiatives of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
is to reduce DMC through training, technical support to states, and other resources.
Additionally, other critical efforts of the OJJDP are to provide education and awareness specific
to the consequences of DMC that cut through the negative public attitudes regarding the
association between race and crime. It remains vital that conversations take place due the
volatility of the subject. Concern surrounding DMC focuses on the role the media plays in
reporting accurate information. The U.S. Department of Justice (2009) suggested that through
the use of polling, the public expressed concern about the fairness of the juvenile justice system
treating minority youth differently.
Scholars have written on the scope of DMC and the role of media (Campbell et al., 2018;
E. A. Donnelly, 2019), and Dorfman and Schiraldi (2001) examined this issue closely. The two
researchers reviewed television programs, newspapers, and other print news media between 1910
and 2001. They concluded that the media does not depict crime correctly. They further
summarized there is a problem with the cumulative effect of what is being broadcasted
throughout the news (U.S. Department of Justice, 2009). The tag line of “if it bleeds, it leads”
has negatively affected DMC efforts, as it provides a false narrative to the public about violent
crimes. Polling suggests the public views violent crimes as on the rise with greater association
between certain types of crime like homicides being closely associated with race and ethnicity,
when in fact it is not.
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There are multiple studies to suggest minority youth receive harsher penalties that White
youth. Among some of the more recent content African American children are not likely to be
put on probation, but receive more strict and formal sanctions like detention (Campbell et al.,
2018). Although studies have examined DMC throughout the entire juvenile justice system,
results of its prevalence are mixed (Bishop, 2005; Richetelli et al., 2009). During initial contact
with police and subsequent arrests, and pre-adjudicatory detention hearings, research is more
consistent concerning the prevalence of DMC. The research is not as consistent during the
adjudication and disposition phases. Regardless of inconsistencies, there is cause for concern for
the unfair treatment of minority youths and the subsequent negative outcomes.
When considering the type of intervention programs justice systems used within the
juvenile justice system, minority youth were “more likely to be referred to programming with a
physical regimen than their White counterparts” (Campbell et al., 2018, p. 79). Instead, White
youth received referrals to therapeutic programs. These findings support previous studies
suggesting minorities receive harsher penalties (Sherman & Jacobs, 2011). The concern and
consequences of DMC is that youth who are involved in the juvenile justice system, and
specifically those receiving harsher sentences, are much more likely to reoffend and be involved
in the criminal justice system as adults (Campbell et al., 2018; Sherman & Jacobs, 2011).
The Development Services Group (2014) suggested that data reveal African American
youth are more likely to be arrested and remain involved in the juvenile justice system compared
to their White counterparts. Furthermore, when examining placements into residential treatment
facilities, African American youth were placed at a rate of 521 per 100,000. Comparatively,
White youth were placed in residential facilities at a rate of 112 per 100,000. Sickmund et al.
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(2011) suggested the ratio discrepancies may be seen throughout the juvenile justice system for
other minority groups, including Hispanic and American Indian youth.
The Strain of Out-of-Home Placements
As previously discussed, exposure to childhood trauma like physical abuse, neglect, and
parental incarceration may have lasting negative effects on youth (Felitti et al., 1998; Fox, 2017).
In instances deemed unsafe for children to live, child welfare professionals may have no other
choice than to find alternative placements for children, including foster care. For adjudicated
delinquent youth, judges may commit them to residential treatment facilities/programs for
violations of the law (Florida Department of Juvenile Justice, 2012). Despite increasing research
on the effects of removal from parents (Bryant et al., 2017; Eck, 2018; Howard et al., 2011), outof-home placements themselves are not considered one of 10 ACEs, as identified by the CDCKaiser study (see Figure 1). Some researchers (Moore et al., 2014) have started to consider other
adverse experiences as having significant negative effects on child well-being. Examples of the
potentially traumatic events range from parental divorce and the death of a parent to exposure to
persons with mental illness. The proposition of the current study is that out-of-home placements
may have demonstrative effects on child outcomes, similar to the 10 ACEs noted in the CDCKaiser study. Similarly, out-of-home placements should begin to garner the same attention for
the possible detrimental effects they have on youth.
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Figure 2
Ten ACEs as Identified by the 1998 CDC-Kaiser Study

Academic Achievement
With increasing numbers of youth entering the child welfare and juvenile justice system,
often being forced to change schools, maltreated and delinquent children realize the loss of
caring relationships, expectation for academic performance, and opportunities for positive
contributions in familiar educational environments (CDC, 2018). Cox et al. (2018) posited that
numerous educational factors may contribute to delinquency. Low academic achievement and
negative attitudes towards school do little to motivate children to be productive in an academic
environment. Given the household dynamics under which many children live, it is no surprise to
see poor attendance, truancy, aggressive behaviors at school, and elevated rates of dropouts.
School officials are inadequately prepared to deal with the host of issues these children present,
while some may label children as having learning disabilities resulting in lower self-esteem and
hope (Snyder, 2002).
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Often, children with behavioral or emotional deficits transfer schools regularly, never
allowing them to assimilate properly. Furthermore, although the rates of violent crimes are
down, school-based violence continues to affect many youths who lack the capacity to control
impulses (Cox et al., 2018). The importance of schools to delinquency cannot be overstated.
Cox et al. (2018) suggested a high correlation of poor academic achievement and delinquency.
In other words, failure in educational environments means the student will likely dropout or
continue to offend.
In Florida, for example, the gap between the number of children placed into out-of-home
settings and the number of children receiving services inside of the home continues to widen.
According to Florida Department of Children and Families (2017), out-of-home placements have
increased while there has been a steady decrease in services provided in the home. The same
report suggests that nationally, out-of-home placements have increased, with some states
experiencing out-of-home placement rates twice that of Florida. Removal episodes themselves
prove traumatic for youth, and when siblings cannot be placed together and are forced to change
schools, the traumatic experience is magnified (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2019b). A
growing body of literature notes the effects of out-of-home placements on academic
achievement. Barrat and Berliner (2013) and Clemens et al. (2018) suggested that youth in
foster care placements “often have large gaps” (Clemens et al., 2018, p. 86) in their performance
across subjects and grade levels.
Mental Well-Being
Youth in out-of-home placements, and specifically foster care, experience higher rates of
psychological problems compared to the general population (McGuire et al., 2018). Placement
into out-of-home settings along with placement instability and frequency contribute to
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psychopathologies like anxiety and depression. Placement stability, for children placed in outof-home care, is essential for the mental health of maltreated youth. Unfortunately, for many
states, placement instability continues to negatively affect youth. The Children’s Bureau
conducts child and family services reviews on the performance of state child welfare systems.
Approximately half failed to meet the federal standard for placement stability of 4.12 moves per
1,000 days (Florida Department of Children and Families, 2018). Prior maltreatment and
subsequent placement into unstable out-of-home settings contribute to the likelihood of a youth
being diagnosed with a psychiatric disorder (Garcia et al., 2015), although many do not receive
the necessary mental health treatment services.
Courtney and Charles (2015) noted that the California Youth Transitions to Adulthood
Study revealed that over 41% of youth in the foster care system experienced at least one mental
health disorder and almost 25% suffered from a substance abuse disorder. Despite the
overwhelming number of maltreated children needing interventions, there are estimates that 75%
of children do not receive the necessary mental health services (Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration, 2013). For children in substitute care receiving services, they
are four times more likely to be prescribed psychotropic medications compared to other children
(Center for Health Care Strategies, Inc., 2014). Family separation has potential long-term effects
on children, especially for those youth place in out-of-home settings early in life. Besides health
deficiencies due to poor stress response, family separation may lead to chronic medical
conditions like obesity, hypertension, and diminished longevity (Goudarzi, 2018).
Protective Factors
Similar to how the strains placed on youth may likely influence deviant and delinquent
behavior, so too are the strains placed on parents and caregivers, often manifested through the
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maltreatment of children. Although opinions differ as to the causes of maltreatment, it is
generally accepted that maltreatment stems from three key systems or areas of strain: (a) family,
(b) the community, and (c) society (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2004). Increasingly,
researchers and juvenile justice and child welfare practitioners are focusing on mitigating strains
and strengthening these systems to build resilience in children and families. Protective factors
are the conditions in children, families, neighborhoods, and society that minimize the risk in each
of the systems to improve the overall well-being for the individual, neighborhood, and society.
On a micro-level, protective factors serve to assist parents by building competencies,
strengthening coping mechanisms and creating connections to service providers who educate and
support them in healthy parenting (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2020; Yoder et al.,
2020).
A protective factors framework uses strength-based ideas to guide programs focusing on
parental resilience, social connections, awareness of child development, and emotional
competence of children (Yoder et al., 2020). Common child protective factors for child abuse
and neglect include the promotion of health, positive peer relationships, positive self-esteem, and
encouraging relationships with school officials (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2018). Parent and family protective factors include building and strengthening attachments with
children. Additionally, abuse often is generational (Borelli et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2018);
therefore, protective factors may include addressing and reconciling their own parental
maltreatment. It is recognized that protective factors may lessen the likelihood of youth
victimization or perpetration; however, do individual, family, and peer/social protective factors
equally neutralize offending? This study examined the impact of protective factors on juvenile
delinquency.
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Christian Worldview
The secular world may often present as dark and evil, tempting the vulnerable. At times,
youth may be seduced by this and make decisions that have everlasting effects on the rest of their
lives. For many, there is no relationship with parents, neighbors, and God to nurture, provide
fellowship, or inspire. There is, however, hope. Scripture fully equips communities to
strengthen youth and help them to overcome temptation so they may live healthy and fruitful
lives. As the New American Standard Bible (1971/2020) stated, “Train up a child in the way he
should go, and when he is old, he will not depart from it” (Proverbs 22:8).
Although many remember Samuel from the Old Testament because of his
accomplishments as an adult, the unconditional love of his mother and the decisions and choices
made while growing up helped to lead to a righteous path. Samuel was born as a gift from the
Lord to his mother, Hannah. Hannah promised to give him to the Lord, and at 12 years old, the
Lord called to him (New American Standard Bible, 1971/2020, 1 Samuel 3:4–10). With the
commitment by his mother and others, Samuel learned to listen to God from an early age, which
began his preparation to becoming a prophet. God understood that not everyone would commit
to Him, and despite the failures of many to live up to the other covenants, God made the New
Covenant with His people. The New Covenant promises the He will change people’s hearts and
give them forgiveness for sins.
For the Christian academic, the moral standards by which scholars conduct research
should align with the Scripture: "Finally brothers, whatever is true, whatever is noble, whatever
is right, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is admirable, if anything is excellent or
praiseworthy, think about such things” (New American Standard Bible, 1971/2020, Philippians
4:8). As believers, scholars should engage family, schools, youth groups, and the faith-based
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community to create an environment that embraces togetherness and fosters fellowship in His
name. Believers recognize that youth will at times fail, but they will continue to promote God’s
commitment to the offenders, that through Him, they can succeed.
Research that seeks to improve youth self-esteem and build resiliency amongst families is
God's intention. The Christian worldview provides the pathway by which communities build
stability and find a common purpose. "Here for the third time, I am ready to come to you. And I
will not be a burden, for I seek not what is yours but you. For children are not obligated to save
up for their parents, but parents for their children" (New American Standard Bible, 1971/2020,
2 Corinthians 12:14). Scripture does not misalign with secular research. It does, however, offer
a perspective on wisdom and knowledge and how to apply them not only in the academic
environment but also in the Christian life. The simple believe everything, but the prudent give
thought to their steps.
Summary
Chapter Two provided an overview of Agnew’s (1992) GST and Moffitt’s (1993)
developmental taxonomy and served as the theoretical framework with which to examine this
study on the impact of out-of-home placements on juvenile delinquency. GST is marked by
three distinct types of strains disliked by individuals, the first one involving a person’s inability
to achieve goals. The second strain encompasses the loss of “positive stimuli” (Agnew, 1992, p.
35), and the third introduces negative impetuses. GST merged Agnew’s (1985) early revised
theory with previous strain theories (Merton, 1938). Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomy
identified the majority of offenders as teenagers. Furthermore, the large group is antisocial only
during adolescence.
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The strains experienced during developmental years significantly increase the likelihood
of juvenile offending (Fox, 2017). The loss of positive stimuli, as Agnew (1992) articulated, is
realized in parental incarceration and, as some would argue, out-of-home placements (Moore et
al., 2014). Physical abuse, neglect, and other childhood trauma may lead to emotional,
behavioral, physical, and psychological deficits (Bick & Nelson, 2016; Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2018a; De Bellis & Zisk, 2014; C. Doyle & Cicchetti, 2017; Felitti et al.,
1998; Herrenkohl et al., 2017) that can have lasting effects on youth. Internalizing and
externalizing behaviors may manifest in unhealthy lifestyles that include aggressive behaviors
and criminality (Fox, 2017; Roemmele & Messman-Moore, 2011). Equally concerning, child
welfare and juvenile justice systems that aim to protect and rehabilitate often create strains on
minority youth who are disproportionately identified in both (Campbell et al., 2018; Derezotes et
al., 2004; Sherman & Jacobs, 2011; Summers, 2015).
In the studies reviewed, the association between childhood trauma, including the out-ofhome placement episodes, and physical, emotional, cognitive, and psychological deficiencies is
evident. Programs that focus on family, community, and societal protective factors minimize the
risk in each of the structures. Protective factors build resilience and competencies. Additionally,
they strengthen coping skills and create connections to social supports that introduce awareness
and education on healthy relationships and parenting (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2020;
Yoder et al., 2020). Chapter Three will examine the design of the current study, to include an
overview of the study participants and setting, instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
This study examined the impact of the out-of-home placements of foster care and
residential treatment facilities on juvenile delinquency. Additionally, the study investigated
whether the protective factors of parental warmth, education: bonding to teachers, and education:
satisfaction with school equally neutralize the risk of offending. To clarify, do they help to
lessen strains, build resilience in children, and mitigate deviance? The results identified what, if
any, relationship exists between placements into out-of-home settings and juvenile offending,
and whether strong relationships between juveniles with their parents and/or teachers mitigate
the propensity to offend. This study used data from the 2000–2010 Pathways to Desistance
longitudinal study of adolescent offenders, analyzing the data using a series of linear regressions.
Chapter Three examines the study’s design, restates the research questions, reviews the null
hypotheses, and explores the participants, settings, and instrumentation used by researchers
during the collection of the Pathways data. The chapter concludes with an analysis of the data.
Design
Using the Pathways to Desistance study’s longitudinal data, this research project
examined how out-of-home placements affect one's criminal behavior. Furthermore, the current
study examined how protective factors neutralize offending, and if the identified protective
factors mediate offending equally. There are numerous analytic models available. However, due
to the data made publicly available from the Pathways study, a linear regression model was used
to predict the continuous dependent variable (outcome) described by the independent variables
(predictors; Field, 2018).
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The analytic design of this study encompassed several steps. Descriptive statistics and
frequencies were reported on the six predictors (foster placement, RTC, parental warmth –
mother, parental warmth – father, education: bonding to teachers, education: satisfaction with
school). Additionally, descriptive statistics were presented for age and gender, along with
offending across three categories (income offending, aggressive offending, and total offending).
To determine the ability of the variable out-of-home placements (foster care and
residential treatment centers) and predict the risk of adolescents committing aggressive, income,
or total offending, the use of a linear regression analysis was most appropriate (Field, 2018).
Using the IBM SPSS (Version 27), the analysis considers two or more continuous variables. In
order to the run the linear regression analyses, assumption testing was completed to determine
how the data fit the regression model. Following the review of the frequencies and descriptive
statistics, linear regression models estimated the influence of the eight-predictor variables on the
outcome variables while controlling for all other predictors in the model. The purpose of this
linear regression analysis was to more clearly define the relationship between out-of-home
placements, protective factors, age, and gender with juvenile offending.
The linear regression design proved most appropriate with the data available (Field,
2018; Mulvey, 2012). Linear regression predicts the continuous dependent variable. Formally,
the linear regression model with two predictors is presented as:
outcomei =(b0 + b1X1i + b2X2i) + errori
Where b1 represents the coefficient of the first predictor (X1) and b2 is the coefficient of the
second predictor (X2). Because the model will not predict the outcome perfectly, the equation
accounts for some amount of error (Field, 2018). In the current study, there were more than two
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predictors, which the linear regression model can accommodate (as it allows as many predictors
as the study uses).
Y1 = (b0 + b1X1i + b2X2i + ··· + bnXni) + ɛi
In this example, Y1 represents the outcome variable, b1 serves as the coefficient of the first
predictor, X1, b2 is the coefficient of the second predictor (X2), and bn is the coefficient of the
study’s last predictor (Xn).
Research Questions
RQ1: Are the demographic variables of age and gender related to offending?
RQ2: Do out-of-home placements, such as foster care and residential treatment facilities,
increase juvenile delinquency?
RQ3: Are the protective factors of parental warmth, education: bonding to teachers, and
education: satisfaction with school equally effective at neutralizing the risk of offending?
Hypotheses
Null Hypotheses
H01: There is no statistical significance between age and gender, and offending.
H02: There is no statistically significant impact of out-of-home placements, such as foster
care and residential treatment facilities, on juvenile delinquency.
H03: There is no statistical significance of protective factors or parental warmth,
education: bonding to teachers, and education: satisfaction with school equally neutralizing the
risk of offending.
Alternative Hypotheses
Ha1: There is a statistical significance between age and gender, and offending.
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Ha2: There is a statistically significant impact of out-of-home placements, such as foster
care and residential treatment facilities, on juvenile delinquency.
Ha3: There is statistical significance of the protective factors of parental warmth,
education: bonding to teachers, and education: satisfaction with school equally neutralizing the
risk of offending.
Ethics
The data used in this study are available to researchers through the Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR). The National Addiction and HIV Data
Archive Program (NAHDAP) serves as a repository of secondary data for use in addressing
original research questions on issues of public policy and social sciences (Mulvey, 2012; Reid et
al., 2021). The Pathways to Desistance study data have been anonymized and cannot be
connected to specific subject participants. The study website provides additional information on
descriptions of the study sample (Mulvey et al., 2004). Additionally, Schubert et al. (2004)
delves into the recruitment of participants, collection procedures and institutional review board
(IRB) approvals.
Participants and Setting
From the planning efforts of the MacArthur Foundation Research on Adolescent
Development and Juvenile Justice Project, the Pathways to Desistance study endeavored to
contribute to the debate of the treatment and interventions of juvenile offenders by way of a
longitudinal study that occurred over 7 years (Abell, 2014; Mulvey et al., 2004). Sampling
began with enrollment in the study between November 2000 and January 2003. To be eligible
for the study, individuals must have been between the ages of 14 and 18 at the time of their
committing offense and found guilty of a serious crime (Schubert et al., 2004). Mulvey et al.
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(2004) further noted that adolescents enrolled in the study resided in two metropolitan cities,
Philadelphia, PA, and Phoenix, AZ. Philadelphia and Phoenix were specifically chosen due to
the availability of experienced research collaborators to oversee the collection of data. These
cities also had robust support for the project and cooperation from juvenile and criminal justice
practitioners, high enough rates of serious crime committed by juveniles, diversity in race and
ethnicity of potential study participants, and a high enough number of female offenders (Abell,
2014).
Researchers capped the proportion of male youth adjudicated of a drug offense at 15% to
avoid overrepresentation of drug offenders. Additionally, coordinators engaged every female
who met the study’s crime and age criteria for enrollment. They sampled youth following a
review of court files with a guilty disposition of a severe offense. Schubert et al. (2004)
suggested that eligible crimes included a vast majority of felonies, excluding less-serious
felonies like property crimes and misdemeanor sexual assaults and weapons offenses. During
the 26-month enrollment period, Philadelphia and Phoenix court systems processed 10,461
individuals meeting the age and offense criteria. In 51% of the cases, youth were found not
guilty for the felony as charged, or they had charges reduced below a qualifying felony offense.
Researchers removed an additional 12% (1,272) cases due to insufficient information in court
files to determine an individual’s eligibility status at the time of adjudication (Abell, 2014).
Additionally, researchers removed 1,799 of the remaining 3,807 eligible cases due to the
potential for overloading local reviewers, and approached the remaining 2,008 youths for
participation in the study. Of the youths approached by researchers, 1,354 consented (67%) to
the terms of the research and participated (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Pathways to Desistance Study Participant Enrollment

Note. From “Operational Lessons from the Pathways to Desistance Project” by Schubert et al.,
2004, Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 2(3), p. 248. Copyright 2004 Sage Publications.
Reproduced with permission (see Appendix F).
Table 2 reveals the gender makeup of the study participants. The multi-site study
followed the 1,354 serious juvenile offenders from adolescence to young adulthood between
2000 and 2010 (Mulvey et al., 2014).
Table 2
Subject Gender

Male
Female
Total

Frequency

%

Valid %

Cumulative %

1170

86.4

86.4

86.4

184

13.6

13.6

100.0

1354

100.0

100.0
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In addition to the baseline, participants completed follow-up interviews every 6 months
for 3 years, then yearly for an additional 4 years. Including the baseline interview, there are 11
waves. Depending on when participants enrolled in the study, the last interview occurred
between 2007 and 2010 (Abell, 2014). Abell praised the impressive retention rates of the
Pathways to Desistance study, recognizing 84% of the original sample at baseline completed the
final interview (see Table 3).
Table 3
Completion Rates by Wave
Interview

Completion Rate

Baseline

100%

Wave 1

93%

Wave 2

93%

Wave 3

91%

Wave 4

91%

Wave 5

91%

Wave 6

91%

Wave 7

90%

Wave 8

89%

Wave 9

87%

Wave 10

84%

Similar to other studies of juvenile and adult offending, the Pathways to Desistance Study
sample includes mostly males (86.4%). African Americans represent the largest race in the
sample at 41%, followed by Hispanics (33.5%) and whites (20.20%). Researchers sought equal
samples from each locale. However, Philadelphia produced slightly more than Phoenix (51.7%
compared to 48.3%). The age of participants at enrollment ranged between 14 and 18, but 61.2%
were 16 or younger.
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The goals of the Pathways to Desistance study were to establish initial patterns of how
serious adolescent offenders stop the antisocial activity and the role of social context in
promoting positive changes. Researchers also asked study participants to provide information on
traumatic childhood experiences like spending time in the out-of-home placements of residential
treatment centers, foster homes, and shelters (Mulvey et al., 2014).
Instrumentation
Following the recruitment of the 1,354 study participants, informed consent was obtained
from the juveniles and their parents or guardians (Schubert et al., 2004). They further surmised
that baseline interviews with youth and adult collaterals began within 75 days of the youth’s
adjudicatory hearing. Baseline interviews for youth involved in the adult system took place
within 90 days. At 6-month intervals and lasting for 3 years, participants completed time point
interviews. Because the date of each of the 6-month interval interviews was calculated based on
the date the baseline was completed, the identical measurement periods proved statistically
easier. As Schubert et al. (2004) noted, the 6-month intervals “simplified the statistical analyses
required to assess developmental processes, environmental changes, and their relations to
changes in behavior” (p. 239). Additionally, 1 year after baseline interviews and annually
thereafter, researchers sought collateral information from peers. The conscience shift from
parent collaterals conducted at baseline to peers provided researchers the opportunity to obtain
information about the participants’ current behaviors (building on previous research suggesting
that peers better report on deviant behavior than parents; Chassin et al., 1999; Schubert et al.,
2004; G. T. Smith et al., 1995).
The second type of interview completed by Pathways researchers was a release interview.
Following any stay in a residential facility, youth were engaged to solicit feedback on the scope
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of services they received while in treatment as well as their perception of the conditions of the
facility. Overall, researchers made every effort to conduct interviews in comfortable, nonadversarial environments for the youth. For most, interviews were conducted in the participant’s
home.
Due to the comprehensive information gathered during baseline, the initial interviews
consisted of two, 2-hour meetings. Both the baseline and time-point interviews included
questions covering six domains: (a) demographic information, (b) individual functioning,
(c) community conditions, (d) quality of personal relationships, (e) family structure, and
(f) psychological development.
Offending
Pathways for Desistance researchers measured the youth’s amount of involvement in
criminal and antisocial activities using an adaptation of the Self-Reported Offending (SRO)
measure (Huizinga et al., 1991). The SRO is a 24-item tool in which participants reveal
involvement in different types of offending (dependent variable). For this study, three measures
of delinquency are used. Income Offending: According to Abell (2014), this variable is a
dichotomous outcome of whether participants self-reported engagement in any of the 10 incomerelated offenses during the recall period. Researchers coded responses as 0 (no) and 1 (yes).
Aggressive Offending: The dichotomous outcome of whether participants engaged in any of the
11 offenses researchers classified as aggressive. Researchers coded responses as 0 (no) and 1
(yes). Total Offending: Whether the participant self-reported to engaging in any of the 24 acts
noted in the assessment during the recall period. These include the 10 income offenses, the 11
aggression offenses and carjacking someone, driving drunk or high, carrying a firearm, breaking
into a vehicle to steal something, and joy-riding in a stolen vehicle (Mulvey et al., 2004).
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Brame et al. (2003) provided a framework for desistance, conceptualizing it in multiple
ways. When examining offending, the first is by total desistance, followed by decreases in the
number of offenses and seriousness of crimes. Because total desistance is not possible to
determine when participants are still living, the Pathways for Desistance study considered
cessation in a specific wave. Researchers coded responses as 0 (no) and 1 (yes).
Out-of-Home Placements
The Pathways for Desistance study solicited responses from participants on out-of-home
placements. Assessment methods included using a modified version of the Child and Adolescent
Services Assessment (Mulvey et al., 2004). At the baseline interview, researchers and
coordinators asked participants if they received services in a range of settings. Settings included
in the meetings were alcohol and drug treatment facilities, psychiatric treatment facilities, foster
care, hospitalization, and detention, prison, or jail commitments. The settings covered juvenile
justice, to include dependency placements and mental health sectors. Out-of-home placement is
a dichotomous variable as it contains precisely two distinct values (Field, 2018). Respondents
reported having spent at least one night in out-of-home placement (1) or none (0).
Foster Care
As Lawrence et al. (2006) posited, foster care is a protective intervention designed to
provide maltreated children a safe and nurturing home environment to improve outcomes.
However, other research suggests that placement in out-of-home settings may have a detrimental
effect (Courtney & Dworsky, 2006; Geenen & Powers, 2006; Kools, 1997; Pears et al., 2013;
Windsor et al., 2011). Children placed in out-of-home care, and specifically state-licensed foster
homes, experienced more significant behavior problems compared to abused children remaining
in their homes with the offending caregiver. Participants responded yes (1) if they ever spent at
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least one night in foster care or no (0). Expanding on foster care stay, foster care: Age 1st time
stayed overnight serves as a variable. Of the 81 participants that spent at least one night in foster
care, responses ranged from age 9 or younger to 16 years old. More than 53% of respondents
expressed their first stay in licensed foster care was age 9 or younger. Research on child
maltreatment supports this finding given younger children tend to be more vulnerable to physical
and sexual abuse or issues of neglect (Garcia et al., 2017).
Residential Treatment Center
Two hundred fifty-one participants reported having spent at least one overnight stay in a
residential treatment center (RTC). Participants responded yes (1) if they spent at least one
overnight stay, or no (0) if they never experienced at least one night in an RTC.
Protective Factors
Parent Warmth: Mother and Father
Researchers for the Pathways to Desistance study examined parental warmth and hostility
using an adaptation of the Quality of Parental Relationships Inventory. The measure assesses the
“affective tone” (Mulvey, 2016, p. 343) of the youth–parent relationship. Using a 4-point Likert
scale ranging from “Always” to “Never,” participants answered questions that measured parental
warmth (such as, "How often does your mother let you know she really cares about you?"), and
hostility by the mother (e.g., "How often does your mother get angry at you?"). Similarly,
parental warmth – father was measured using the same 4-point Likert scale, (including, "How
often does your father tell you he loves you?"), and parental hostility – father ("How often does
your father throw things at you?"). Forty-two items assessed the maternal relationship, while 21
items assess the paternal relationship.
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Education: Bonding to Teachers
Research suggests that positive attachments help mediate strains placed on juveniles by
parents, neighborhoods, and peers (Agnew, 1985, 1992, 2000). This variable assesses the
participant’s educational experience. Using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly
Agree” to “Strongly Disagree,” respondents rated 13 questions.
Education: Satisfaction with School
This variable sought to uncover whether a participant’s satisfaction with school serves as
a protective factor in mitigating offending. Derived from the work of Cernkovich and Giordano
(1992), researchers solicited responses from participants’ education experience across two
dimensions: bonding to teachers and school orientation. Respondents rated 13 statements using a
5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.”
Procedures
Before any analysis of data began, approval was received from Liberty University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB). The application to the IRB detailed the methods, participants,
and procedures of the study. After receiving approval from Liberty University, data analysis was
conducted using the IBM SPSS version 27 software. Because this study did not require the use
of any live participants, no surveys, questionnaires, interviews, or other mechanisms to gather
data were used. Instead, the Pathways to Desistance study archival data have been de-identified,
cannot be linked to particular individuals, and are publicly available through the ICPSR.
This writer identified one outcome variable (offending) with three categories (income
offending, aggressive offending, total offending) for this linear regression analysis. There are
eight predictors: (a) foster care, (b) RTCs, (c) parental warmth: mother, (d) parental warmth:
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father, (e) education: satisfaction with school, (f) education: bonding with teachers, (g) age,
(h) and gender.
Using the Pathways to Desistance study’s data set made available by the ICPSR,
frequency tables for the variables foster care and RTC were completed. Next descriptive
statistics were reported on all continuous variables. T-tests were performed between variables
for each of the variables in RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3. Pearson correlations between age and the three
categories of the dependent variable were completed, along with analyses of covariance
(ANCOVA) with RTC, foster care, age, and gender as the predictor for each dependent variable
category. For RQ3, Pearson correlations were conducted between mother warmth, father
warmth, education: bonding with teacher, education: satisfaction with school, age, and gender as
the predictors for each of the three versions of the dependent variable. Linear regressions with
the same predictor variables for each of the dependent variables were completed.
Data Analysis
The data used in this study were gathered from the Pathways to Desistance study on
1,354 adolescent offenders with serious charges. Data from each domain (foster care, residential
treatment center, parental warmth, education: satisfaction with school, education: bonding with
teacher) were examined to determine what, if any, effect each has on juvenile offending (the
outcome variable with four categories). At the time of the baseline interview, the median age of
study participants was 16 (see Figure 4).
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Figure 4
Participant Age at Baseline

As previously stated, linear regression analyses assess whether the predictor variables
explain the outcome variable. There are, however, key assumptions to test. First, the linear
relationship between variables was tested by creating scatterplots. An inspection of the
scatterplots revealed whether there is evidence of a linear relationship (Starr & Goldfarb, 2020).
Next, the normality of the residuals was tested using a normal Q-Q plot of standardized residuals
from the regression analyses. The test of multicollinearity revealed whether there were very high
inter-correlations or inter-association among the independent variables. As Field (2018)
suggested, perfect collinearity is unlikely with real-life data. Instead, less than perfect
collinearity should be expected. Field (2018) further noted it becomes important then, to
examine the levels of collinearity, as low levels present little threat to the model, but “as
collinearity increases there are three problems” (p. 298). When collinearity increases, so do the b
coefficients’ standard errors. Higher levels of collinearity also limit the size of R, the measure of
correlation between observed values and those that were predicted. Increased levels of
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collinearity between predictors make assessing the importance of any one predictor difficult for
the researcher. Given that not all 1,354 study participants experienced the specific out-of-home
placements of foster care or residential treatment centers, nor would all affirm experiencing the
protective factors examined in this study, confirming statistical significance is noteworthy. Field
(2018) submitted that the power of a test is its ability to find an effect (if one exists). The last
assumption, homoscedasticity, or homogeneity of variance, tested the residuals across the
regression line. By creating a scatterplot, a visual inspection uncovered whether an even
distribution existed to determine if the variance was equal for all values.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The primary objective of this study was to determine if out-of-home placements affect
juvenile delinquency, specifically exploring maladaptive responses (offending) to such strains.
The study further sought to determine if protective factors mediate offending. Prior to assessing
the linear regression models, preliminary analyses were conducted. First, the frequencies and
descriptive statistics of the study sample were examined to ensure the data being utilized were
suitable for the proposed models. Next, t-tests were completed between gender and the three
versions of the dependent variable as well as between the placement variables (residential
treatment centers [RTC], foster care, and both) and the three versions of the dependent variable.
Pearson correlations were completed between age and the dependent variables, and again
between the protective factors of mother warmth, father warmth, education bonding, education
satisfaction, and the dependent variables. ANCOVAs with RTC, foster care, age, and gender as
predictors for each of the three versions of the dependent variable were performed. Finally,
linear regressions were completed with mother warmth, father warmth, education bonding,
education satisfaction, age, and gender as the predictors for each of the three versions of the
dependent variable.
Research Questions
RQ1: Are the demographic variables of age and gender related to offending?
RQ2: Do out-of-home placements, such as foster care and residential treatment facilities,
increase juvenile delinquency?
RQ3: Are the protective factors of parental warmth, education: bonding to teachers, and
education: satisfaction with school equally effective at neutralizing the risk of offending?
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Null Hypotheses
H01: There is no statistical significance between age and gender, and offending.
H02: There is no statistically significant impact of out-of-home placements, such as
foster care and residential treatment facilities, on juvenile delinquency.
H03: There is no statistical significance of protective factors or parental warmth,
education: bonding to teachers, and education: satisfaction with school equally neutralizing the
risk of offending.
Descriptive Statistics and Frequencies
Of the Pathways to Desistance study sample, 81 (6%) of participants had stayed in foster
care at least one night. Additionally, 251 (18.5%) participants had stayed in a RTC at least one
night throughout their lifetime (see Table 4). When combining those who had stayed in either
foster care or an RTC, there was a total of 294 (21.7%) participants compared to 1052 who had
not stayed at least one night in either type of facility. Furthermore, the majority of the sample
population was male (n = 1170; 86.45%). The means, standard deviations, skewness, and
kurtosis are presented for all continuous variables (see Table 5). Based on the skewness and
kurtosis, all continuous variables looked to be evenly distributed.
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Table 4
Frequencies: RTC and Foster Care
Frequency

%

Valid %

Cumulative %

No

1095

80.90

81.40

81.40

Yes

251

18.50

18.60

100.00

8

.60

1354

100.00

1265

94.00

94.00

81

6.00

100.00

RTC

Data Missing
Total
Foster Care
No
Yes
Data Missing
Total

8
1354

Table 5
Descriptives of Continuous Study Variables
N

Min

Max

M

SD

Skew
Stat
SE

Kurtosis
Stat
SE

AGGRESSIVE

1351

0

0.91

0.30

0.20

0.88

0.07

0.05

0.13

INCOME

1351

0

1

0.35

0.25

0.43

0.07

-0.76

0.13

TOTAL

1351

0

0.95

0.33

0.21

0.62

0.07

-0.51

0.13

MATERNAL

1306

1

4

3.21

0.70

-0.82

0.07

0.00

0.14

PATERNAL

839

1

4

2.74

0.89

-0.19

0.08

-1.02

0.17

BONDING

1221

1

5

3.34

0.83

-0.48

0.07

-0.08

0.14

SATISFACTION

1221

1

5

3.33

0.91

-0.52

0.07

-0.29

0.14

Variable

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever;
INCOME = baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline
measure of proportion of total offending variety ever; MATERNAL = baseline mother parental
warmth; PATERNAL = baseline father parental warmth; BONDING = baseline bonding to
teachers; SATISFACTION = baseline satisfaction with school.
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Results
Hypotheses
Null Hypothesis One
The first null hypothesis of this study states that there are no statistical significance
associations between age, gender, and offending. To analyze this null hypothesis, three
independent t-tests were conducted with gender as the grouping variable, and offending (three
categories: aggression [AGGRESSIVE], income [INCOME], and total [TOTAL]) as the
dependent variable. Levene’s test for equality of variance was significant for all three tests,
indicating that variances were not equal between the two genders. As a result, equal variances
were not assumed for the t-tests, and a correction was used (see Table 6). Males reported a
significantly higher proportion of all three types of offending compared to females (Table 7).
Table 6
t-Test Results for Offending by Gender
Levene’s test
F
AGGRESSIVE EVA
INCOME
TOTAL

EVNA
EVA
EVNA
EVA
EVNA

23.04

t-test

p

t

df

p

<.001

5.90

1349.00

<.001

6.90
5.35
5.77
6.16
7.05

280.55
1349.00
259.57
1349.00
274.09

<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

9.31

.002

21.53

<.001

Note. EVA = equal variances assumed; EVNA = equal variances not assumed; AGGRESSIVE =
baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME = baseline measure of
proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of proportion of total
offending variety ever.
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Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations for Offending by Gender
DV
AGGRESSIVE
INCOME
TOTAL

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

N
1167
184
1167
184
1167
184

M
0.31
0.22
0.36
0.26
0.34
0.24

SD
0.21
0.17
0.25
0.22
0.21
0.18

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME
= baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of
proportion of total offending variety ever.
Additionally, correlations with age and offending as the variables were conducted. There
was a small positive relationship between age and all types of offending, such that older
adolescents had higher proportions of offending (Aggressive (r[1349] = .11, p < .001); Income
(r[1349] = .18, p <.001); Total (r[1349] = .18, p <.001).
Null Hypothesis Two
The second null hypothesis states there is no statistically significant associations between
out-of-home placements, such as foster care and residential treatment facilities, and juvenile
delinquency. The analysis consisted of nine independent t-tests with placement (three
categories: RTC only, foster care only, combined) as the grouping variable, and offending (three
categories: aggressive, income, and total) as the dependent variable. For RTC, there was a
violation of the assumption of equality of variances for aggressive and total offending (see Table
8). In these cases, equal variances were not assumed. For all types of offending, those who
stayed in an RTC at least one night had higher proportions of offending (Table 9). For all t-tests
conducted on foster care, Levene’s test was not significant, indicating there was no violation of
the equality of variances. Therefore, no correction was used for unequal variances. There was
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no difference in offending based on whether or not participants had ever had an overnight stay in
foster care (Tables 10 and 11).
Table 8
t-Test Results for Offending by RTC
Levene’s test
F
p
10.66
0.001

t-test
t
df
p
AGGRESSIVE EVA
-6.50
1341.00
< .001
EVNA
-6.10
349.73
< .001
INCOME
EVA
0.38
0.54
-6.41
1341.00
< .001
EVNA
-6.39
372.17
< .001
TOTAL
EVA
5.76
0.02
-7.04
1341.00
< .001
EVNA
-6.76
357.57
< .001
Note. EVA = equal variances assumed; EVNA = equal variances not assumed; AGGRESSIVE =
baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME = baseline measure of
proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of proportion of total
offending variety ever.
Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations for Offending by RTC
DV
AGGRESSIVE
INCOME
TOTAL

N

M

SD

No

1092

0.28

0.20

Yes

251

0.37

0.22

No

1092

0.33

0.24

Yes

251

0.44

0.24

No

1092

0.31

0.20

Yes

251

0.41

0.22

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME
= baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of
proportion of total offending variety ever.
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Table 10
t-Test Results for Offending by Foster Care
Levene’s test
F
AGGRESSIVE

EVA

0.38

t-test

p

t

df

p

0.54

-0.12

1341.00

0.91

-0.13

91.95

0.90

0.55

1341.00

0.59

0.60

93.07

0.55

0.11

1341.00

0.91

0.12

91.99

0.91

EVNA
INCOME

EVA

2.12

0.15

EVNA
TOTAL

EVA

0.72

0.40

EVNA

Note. EVA = equal variances assumed; EVNA = equal variances not assumed; AGGRESSIVE =
baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME = baseline measure of
proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of proportion of total
offending variety ever.
Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations for Offending by Foster Care
DV
AGGRESSIVE

No
Yes

INCOME

No
Yes

TOTAL

No
Yes

N

M

SD

1262

0.30

0.20

81

0.30

0.19

1262

0.35

0.25

81

0.33

0.22

1262

0.33

0.21

81

0.30

0.20

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME
= baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of
proportion of total offending variety ever.
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When placements were combined (RTC and foster care), there was a similar violation of
assumption of equality of variances for aggressive and total offending. As before, equal
variances were not assumed in these cases (Table 12). For those who spent at least one night in
some type of placement, they reported a significantly higher proportion of offending (see Tables
12 and 13).
Table 12
t-Test Results for Offending by Placement

AGGRESSIVE
INCOME
TOTAL

EVA
EVNA
EVA
EVNA
EVA
EVNA

Levene’s test
F
p
9.31
0.00
0.24

0.62

6.06

0.01

t-test
df
1341.00
438.42
1341.00
467.93
1341.00
447.75

t
-5.46
-5.18
-5.41
-5.39
-6.00
-5.79

p
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001

Note. EVA = equal variances assumed; EVNA = equal variances not assumed; AGGRESSIVE =
baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME = baseline measure of
proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of proportion of total
offending variety ever.
Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations for Offending by Placement
DV
AGGRESSIVE
INCOME
TOTAL

N

M

SD

No

1049

0.28

0.20

Yes

294

0.36

0.21

No

1049

0.33

0.24

Yes

294

0.42

0.25

No

1049

0.31

0.20

Yes

294

0.39

0.22

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME
= baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of
proportion of total offending variety ever.
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ANCOVAs were conducted with offending proportion as the dependent variable (one for
each of the three types of offending: aggressive, income, total), from foster care, RTC, age, and
gender. For aggressive offending, the overall model including all predictors was significant, and
accounted for 7% of the total variation in aggressive offending proportion (F[5, 1337] = 19.85,
p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.07). Of the individual predictors, there was a small, but statistically
significant effect of age when controlling for all other predictors (F[1, 1337] = 13.14, p < .001,
Partial η2 = 0.01). Males (F[1, 1337] = 29.98, p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.03), and those who had
stayed overnight in an RTC (F[1, 1337] = 18.67, p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.01) reported higher
proportions of aggressive offending compared to females and those who had not spent at least
one night in an RTC. There were no effects of staying in foster care (see Table 14).
Table 14
Between-Subjects Effects of Predictors for Aggressive Offending
Model 1
Corrected Model
Intercept
S0AGE
S0SGEND
S0SER10
S0SER7
S0SER10 * S0SER7
Error
Total

Type III SS
3.79
0.00
0.50
1.53
0.05
0.71
0.00
51.08
175.84

df
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1337
1343

MS
0.76
0.00
0.50
1.53
0.05
0.71
0.00
0.04

F
19.85
0.02
13.14
39.98
1.20
18.67
0.04

p
<.001
0.89
<.001
<.001
0.27
<.001
0.84

Partial η2
0.07
0.00
0.01
0.03
0.00
0.01
0.00

Note. S0SER7 = overnight stay in RTC; S0SER10 = overnight stay in foster care.
The overall model for income offending was significant when predicting proportion of
income offending, accounting for 9% of the variance in the dependent variable (F[5, 1337] =
24.90, p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.09). When looking at the individual predictors, all predictors
showed the same pattern of results as the model predicting aggressive offending (Table 15).
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When examining the model predicting proportion of total offending, the model was significant,
predicting 9% of the variation (F[5, 1337] = 27.80, p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.09). The same
pattern of effects as the other two variations of offending appeared for total offending as well
(see Table 16).
Table 15
Between-Subjects Effects of Predictors for Income Offending
Model 1
Corrected Model
Intercept
S0AGE
S0SGEND
S0SER10
S0SER7
S0SER10 * S0SER7
Error
Total

Type III SS
6.97
0.48
2.38
1.85
0.20
0.68
0.03
74.89
244.38

df
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1337
1343

MS
1.40
0.48
2.38
1.85
0.20
0.68
0.03
0.06

F
24.90
8.59
42.53
33.05
3.62
12.12
0.59

p
<.001
.003
<.001
<.001
0.06
<.001
0.44

Partial η2
0.09
0.01
0.03
0.02
0.00
0.01
0.00

Note. S0SER7 = overnight stay in RTC; S0SER10 = overnight stay in foster care.
Table 16
Between-Subjects Effects of Predictors for Total Offending
Model 1
Corrected Model
Intercept
S0AGE
S0SGEND
S0SER10
S0SER7
S0SER10 * S0SER7
Error
Total

Type III SS
5.53
0.18
1.51
1.75
0.09
0.68
0.01
53.16
202.04

df
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1337
1343

MS
1.11
0.18
1.51
1.75
0.09
0.68
0.01
0.04

F
27.80
4.56
38.04
44.12
2.35
17.14
0.20

p
<.001
0.03
<.001
<.001
0.13
<.001
0.66

Note. S0SER7 = overnight stay in RTC; S0SER10 = overnight stay in foster care.

Partial η2
0.09
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.00
0.01
0.00
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Null Hypothesis Three
The third null hypothesis of this study states that there is no statistically significant
associations between the protective factors or parental warmth, education: bonding to teachers,
and satisfaction with school, and the risk of offending. Twelve correlations were conducted
between mother warmth (MATERNAL), father warmth (PATERNAL), bonding with teacher
(BONDING), satisfaction with school (SATISFACTION), and the three types of offending
(aggressive, income, and total). All four protective factors showed a significant, small
association with all three types of offending. Larger levels of each type of protective factor were
associated with lower proportions of offending (see Table 17). Based on the results of the
bivariate analysis, linear regressions with offending as the dependent variable, and age, gender,
mother warmth, father warmth, bonding with teacher, and satisfaction with school as the
predictors were performed.
The overall model for aggressive offending was significant, and predicated 8% of the
variation in proportion of aggressive offending (F[6, 733] = 11.52, p < .001, Adj R2 = 0.08). For
the specific predictors, for every 1-year increase in age, there was a .02 increase in the proportion
of aggressive offending that participants reported when holding all other predictors constant (B =
.01, SE = .01, t = 2.34, p = .02). Additionally, females reported a smaller proportion of
aggressive offending by .11, compared to males (B = -.11, SE = .02, t = -5.33, p < .001). When
holding all other predictors constant, for every one unit increase in father warmth, participants
reported a directional decrease in aggressive offending by .02 units (B = -.02, SE = .01, t = -1.73,
p = .08). For every one unit increase in bonding with teachers, participants reported a .04
decrease in aggressive offending (B = -.04, SE = .01, t = -3.39, p < .001). There were no other
effects of other predictors. All tolerance scores were above 0.1, and all VIF scores are below 10.
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Therefore, there was no multicollinearity between the variables (see linear regression results for
collinearity diagnostics between VIF and Tolerance; Table 18).
Table 17
Correlations for Research Question Three
Model 1
AGGRESSIVE

INCOME

TOTAL

R
p
df
R
p
df
R
p
df

S0MAWARM
-.10
<.001
1301
0.11
<.001
1301
-.11
<.001
1301

S0PAWARM
-.10
.003
834
-.16
<.001
834
-.14
<.001
834

S0SchTCH
-.19
<.001
1216
-.18
<.001
1216
-.20
<.001
1216

S0SCH_HSSA
-.17
<.001
1216
-.15
<.001
1216
-.17
<.001
1216

Note. AGGRESSIVE = baseline measure of proportion of aggressive offending ever; INCOME
= baseline measure of proportion of income offending ever; TOTAL = baseline measure of
proportion of total offending variety ever.
Table 18
Parameter Estimates Predicting Aggressive Offending from Protective Factors
Model 1

Unstd B

SE

(Constant)

0.41

0.11

3.63

<.001

S0AGE

0.02

0.01

2.34

S0SGEND

-0.11

0.02

MATERNAL

-0.01

PATERNAL
BONDING
SATISFACTION

t

p

Tolerance

VIF

0.02

0.99

1.01

-5.33

<.001

0.98

1.02

0.01

-0.79

0.43

0.80

1.25

-0.02

0.01

-1.73

0.08

0.79

1.26

-0.04

0.01

-3.39

<.001

0.48

2.08

0.00

0.01

-0.24

0.81

0.49

2.06

Note. MATERNAL = baseline mother parental warmth; PATERNAL = baseline father parental
warmth; BONDING = baseline bonding to teachers; SATISFACTION = baseline satisfaction
with school.
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There was not a strong linear relationship between the predictors and aggressive
offending (Figures 5–8). Homoscedasticity1 was tested by creating a scatterplot of the
standardized residuals against the unstandardized predicted values. A visual inspection of the
scatterplot showed an even distribution of points across the y-axis, indicating that the variance
was equal for all values of the predicted dependent variable (Figure 9).
Figure 5
Scatterplot of Mother Warmth Against Aggressive Offending

1

Homoscedasticity refers to a situation where the variance of the dependent variable is the same for all data. The
assumption of homoscedasticity is tested throughout each of the linear regressions of this study.
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Figure 6
Scatterplot of Father Warmth Against Aggressive Offending

Figure 7
Scatterplot of Bonding with Teacher Against Aggressive Offending
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Figure 8
Scatterplot of School Satisfaction Against Aggressive Offending

Figure 9
Scatterplot of Standardized Residuals Against the Unstandardized Predicted Values
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Normality of the residuals were examined using a normal Q-Q plot of the standardized
residuals from the regression analysis. A visual inspection of the Q-Q plot showed the dots
closely aligned to the predicted line demonstrating that the residuals were normally distributed,
and the assumption of normality was not violated (see Figure 10).
Figure 10
Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residuals for Regression Analysis

Collectively, the predictors accounted for 10% of the variation in proportion of income
offending (F(6, 733) = 14.50, p < .001, Adj R2 = 0.10). When examining the individual
predictors, the same pattern of predictors emerged as seen for aggressive offending; both
demographic factors were significant predictors of income offending. In terms of protective
factors, both father warmth and bonding with teachers were associated with lower reports of
income offending. None of the other hypothesized factors revealed a significant relationship to
income offending when holding all other predictors constant. All tolerance scores were above
0.1, and all VIF scores are below 10. Therefore, there was no multicollinearity between the
variables (see linear regression results for collinearity diagnostics between VIF and Tolerance;
Table 19).
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Table 19
Parameter Estimates Predicting Income Offending from Protective Factors
Model 1
(Constant)
S0AGE
S0SGEND
MATERNAL
PATERNAL
BONDING
SATISFACTION

Unstd B
0.19
0.04
-0.12
-0.01
-0.04
-0.05
0.00

SE
0.14
0.01
0.03
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.01

t
1.33
4.66
-4.50
-0.39
-3.53
-3.48
0.31

p
0.19
0.00
0.00
0.70
0.00
0.00
0.76

Tolerance

VIF

0.99
0.98
0.80
0.79
0.48
0.49

1.01
1.02
1.25
1.26
2.08
2.06

Note. MATERNAL = baseline mother parental warmth; PATERNAL = baseline father parental
warmth; BONDING = baseline bonding to teachers; SATISFACTION = baseline satisfaction
with school.
This study tested linear relationship between the predictor and dependent variable by
creating a scatterplot of the variables. A visual inspection of the scatterplots did not show strong
evidence of a linear relationship between the predictors and income offending (see Figures 11–
14). Additionally, homoscedasticity was tested by creating a scatterplot of the standardized
residuals against the unstandardized predicted values. A visual inspection of the scatterplot
showed that the variance was equal for all values of the predicted dependent variable (see Figure
15). A normal Q-Q plot of the standardized residuals was created from the regression analysis.
A visual inspection of the Q-Q plot showed that the residuals were normally distributed, and the
assumption of normality was not violated (see Figure 16).
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Figure 11
Scatterplot of Mother Warmth Against Income Offending

Figure 12
Scatterplot of Father Warmth Against Income Offending
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Figure 13
Scatterplot of Bonding with Teacher Against Income Offending

Figure 14
Scatterplot of Satisfaction with School Against Income Offending
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Figure 15
Scatterplot of Standardized Residuals Against the Unstandardized Predicted Values

Figure 16
Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residuals for Regression Analysis
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Lastly, the overall model accounted for 10% of the variation in the proportion of total
offending (F(6, 733) = 14.84, p < .001, Adj R2 = 0.10). The predictors showed the same pattern
as the other two regression models: both demographic factors, father warmth, and bonding to
teachers were significantly associated with proportion of total offending. All tolerance scores
were above 0.1, and all VIF scores are below 10. Therefore, there was no multicollinearity
between the variables (see Table 20). Similar to the two models above, mother warmth and
satisfaction with school were not associated with a decrease in total offending.
Table 20
Parameter Estimates Predicting Total Offending from Protective Factors
Model 1

Unstd B

SE

(Constant)

0.27

0.12

2.28

0.02

S0AGE

0.03

0.01

4.19

S0SGEND

-0.12

0.02

MATERNAL

-0.01

PATERNAL
BONDING
SATISFACTION

t

p

Tolerance

VIF

0.00

0.99

1.01

-5.31

0.00

0.98

1.02

0.01

-0.65

0.51

0.80

1.25

-0.03

0.01

-2.73

0.01

0.79

1.26

-0.05

0.01

-3.57

0.00

0.48

2.08

0.00

0.01

-0.05

0.96

0.49

2.06

Note. MATERNAL = baseline mother parental warmth; PATERNAL = baseline father parental
warmth; BONDING = baseline bonding to teachers; SATISFACTION = baseline satisfaction
with school.
The linear relationship was tested between the predictor and dependent variable by
creating a scatterplot of the variables. A visual inspection of the scatterplots did not show strong
evidence of a linear relationship between the predictors and total offending (see Figures 17–20).
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Figure 17
Scatterplot of Mother Warmth Against Total Offending

Figure 18
Scatterplot of Father Warmth Against Total Offending
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Figure 19
Scatterplot of Bonding with Teacher Against Total Offending

Figure 20
Scatterplot of Satisfaction with School Against Total Offending
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Homoscedasticity was tested by creating a scatterplot of the standardized residuals
against the unstandardized predicted values. A visual inspection of the scatterplot showed that
the variance was equal for all values of the predicted dependent variable (see Figure 21). A
normal Q-Q plot was generated of the standardized residuals from the regression analysis. A
visual inspection of the Q-Q plot showed that the residuals were normally distributed, and the
assumption of normality was not violated (see Figure 22).
Figure 21
Scatterplot of Standardized Residuals Against the Unstandardized Predicted Values
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Figure 22
Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residuals for Regression Analysis

98
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
Chapter Five includes a discussion of the results found in the previous chapter, along
with the implications and limitations of the study. The chapter concludes with recommendations
for future research. The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of out-of-home
placements on juvenile delinquency and to determine whether certain protective factors equally
neutralized offending. Using archival data from the Pathways to Desistance study, a series of
linear regressions analyzed the outcome variable (offending) with three categories (aggressive
offending, income offending, and total offending) and eight predictor variables (foster care,
RTC, parental warmth: mother, parental warmth: father, education: satisfaction with school,
education: bonding with teachers, age, and gender).
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to understand the impact of out-of-home placements on
juvenile delinquency and the protective factors that may neutralize offending. Since Felitti et
al.’s (1998) seminal work, research has examined the negative effects of childhood trauma on
emotional, cognitive, and psychological development. More recently, criminologists have
explored how exposure to adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) influences maladaptive
behaviors and juvenile delinquency. Despite a growing body of literature on ACEs, and more
specifically, how exposure to ACEs serve as strong predictors of future serious and chronic
criminal behavior (Fox, 2017), there has been a lack of attention on how out-of-home placements
may influence criminality. This quantitative study examined serious juvenile offenders and their
exposure to the out-of-home placements of foster care and RTCs. Additionally, the current study
explored if certain protective factors neutralized offending. The results of this study expand on
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previous research reviewed in Chapter 2, and the following discussion focuses on the nexus, if
any, between the current findings and previous literature.
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked if the demographic variables of age and gender are related to
offending. The novel findings of this study show that both age and gender are related to
offending. Males reported a higher proportion of offending, and there was a small positive
relationship between age and all types of offending, such that older adolescents had higher
proportions of offending. Although the current study only examined youth offending at one
point in time (baseline), the results revealed an increase in proportion of offending in older
youth, consistent with the sharp upward trajectory of the age-crime curve. The bell-shaped agecrime curve suggests that offending increases from late childhood and peaks in teenage years.
Offending tends to decline in the early 20s (Farrington, 1986). Moffitt (1993) theorized two
different types of offenders. Adolescent-limited youth represent the majority of offenders.
These youth observe others’ deviance and then try to fit in with the group. The majority of
offenders commit crime between the ages of 15 and 24 years of age and desists into young
adulthood. Adolescent-limited offenders have often experienced childhood traumas. They
frequently have environmental, psychological, or sociological risk factors that influence
behavior. The current study extends the prior literature of the associations between age and
offending (Ashton et al., 2020; Backman et al., 2021; Moffitt, 2006).
While the current study does not provide longitudinal results supporting life-course
persistence, the existence of childhood trauma and offending suggests a causal relationship. It is
therefore likely some will persist throughout their lifetime. These life-course persistent
offenders represent only a small percentage of criminals but are often marked by serious
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biological, environmental, or psychological risk factors. H. Smith and Power (2015) suggested
that early trauma disrupts age-appropriate trajectories and transitions. For example, when
discussing self-harming behavior like non-suicidal self-injury (NSSI), individuals began NSSI
following exposure to adverse childhood traumas. During childhood, life-course persistent youth
are often rejected by “normative peers” (Halliburton et al., 2017, p. 35), and more closely aligned
with youth who display similar antisocial and deviant behavior.
Consistent with previous literature (Pusch & Holtfreter, 2018), this study revealed that
young males continue to be the primary perpetrators of juvenile crime. Eight-six percent of the
sample population from the two study sites were males. Furthermore, females reported lower
rates of offending. In aggressive offending, for example, females reported a smaller proportion
by .11 compared to males (B = -.11, SE = .02, t = -5.33, p < .001).
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 examined whether out-of-placements like foster care and RTCs
increase juvenile delinquency. The Committee on Early Childhood, Adoption, and Dependent
Care (2000) reported that children in foster care have disproportionately high rates of mental
health, developmental, and physical problems. Furthermore, they often have significant unmet
medical and mental healthcare needs. Despite the goal of keeping children safe, substitute care
continues to garner attention for the substantial concerns about the poor outcomes of children in
these placements (Font & Gershoff, 2020). Recent legislation like the Family First Prevention
Services Act of 2018 attempts to prevent children from entering foster care through the
utilization of kinship care and other family supports, thereby reducing the use of foster care for
the more than 700,000 U.S. children who are temporarily or permanently separated from their
families. While the findings of this study revealed that out-of-home placements associated

101
negatively with offending, a closer examination of the difference between the two specific types
of out-of-home placements were noteworthy.
This study suggests that youth who had stayed at least one night in the out-of-home
placement of residential treatment centers had higher proportions of offending (F [1, 1337] =
18.67, p < .001, Partial η2 = 0.01). In contrast, there was no difference in offending based on
whether or not participants had ever had an overnight stay in foster care. This finding was
initially somewhat surprising given previous literature suggesting that placement into foster care
places even more strains on previously maltreated youth (Committee on Early Childhood,
Adoption, and Dependent Care, 2000; Font & Gershoff, 2020). An explanation for this finding
may lie in the study data. The Pathways to Desistance study followed 1,354 juvenile offenders
who had been found guilty of a serious offense. The current study used data from baseline
interviews at the time when youth offenders entered the Pathways study. At the time of baseline
interviews, study participants already received a guilty verdict for a serious offense, and for the
majority of offenders, the serious offense was not their first crime. Considering Moffitt’s (1993)
perspective on juvenile offending, specifically adolescent-limited offending, it is not surprising
that older youth offended at higher proportions. Moreover, it is likely these youth received
sanctions into RTCs at some point during their juvenile offending histories.
The current study’s results of experiencing at least one placement into foster care did not
reveal negative associations with offending. While previous studies have examined childhood
trauma in juvenile offenders (Fox, 2017) as a predictor of future violent and chronic criminal
behavior (Baglivio & Epps, 2015; Baglivio et al., 2017), there is a dearth of information on the
impact of foster care on offending. Although the current study does not demonstrate an
association between foster care and offending, there is a nexus between childhood trauma and
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future offending (Fox, 2017; Fox et al., 2015). The connection between victimization and future
criminal behavior has been widely described by Cicchetti (1989) and Toth and Cicchetti (2013).
The developmental psychopathology perspective suggests that the trauma experienced during
childhood may lead to “hormonal imbalances, chromosome damage, and functional changes to
the developing brain” (Fox, 2017, p. 137). Childhood traumas examined in previous literature,
however, most often focuses on physical abuse, emotional abuse, sexual abuse, inadequate
supervision issues, and substance abuse, but fails to examine the placement into foster care.
Despite the mounting body of literature on the harmful effects of foster care (McGuire et al.,
2018), further exploration of the placement into foster care as an ACE is necessary.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 examined if the protective factors of parental warmth, education:
bonding to teachers, and education: satisfaction with school are equally effective at neutralizing
the risk of offending. The study aimed to test whether adolescent self-reported parental warmth
and education (bonding with teachers and satisfaction with school) predict changes in selfreported offending in a sample of serious juvenile offenders between the ages of 14 and 19. The
current study extends the previous literature on the associations between parental warmth,
education, and offending conducted with youth samples (Backman et al., 2021; Bisby et al.,
2017; R. Donnelly & Holzer, 2018).
Agnew’s (1992) GST provides an expanded perspective on delinquency. Building on
previous strain theories (Agnew, 1985; Merton, 1938), the socio-psychological underpinnings of
GST suggest delinquency is the outcome of the pressures that influence a person to commit
crime. The strains experienced by youth interact with criminogenic learning and result in
deviance and delinquency (Agnew, 1992, 2012; Reid, 2010). Conversely, family and social
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supports serve as a source of protection for youth (Donnelly & Holzer, 2018). The results of the
current study revealed that when holding all other predictors constant, for every one unit increase
in paternal warmth, participants reported a directional decrease in aggressive offending by .02
units (B = -.02, SE = .01, t = -1.73, p = .08). Additionally, for every one unit increase in bonding
with teachers, participants reported a .04 decrease in aggressive offending (B = -.04, SE = .01, t =
-3.39, p < .001).
Like Backman et al.’s (2021) research, the current study suggests that positive parenting,
such as parental warmth, serves as a protective factor against offending. Furthermore, social
supports have a moderating effect on emotional and behavioral problems (R. Donnelly & Holzer,
2018; Hardaway et al., 2016). Whereas previous literature did not reveal an association between
paternal warmth and delinquency, the results from this study showed an opposite effect.
Additionally, the current study differs significantly in one other area. Unlike previous literature
(Backman et al., 2021), the current study did not reveal any associations with maternal warmth
and offending, as maternal warmth had no moderating effect on the proportion of offending.
Implications
The current study examined the relationship between out-of-home placements, protective
factors, and juvenile offending. There were statistically significant findings revealing that RTC,
parental warmth – father, age, gender, and education – bonding affected juvenile offending. The
results affirm the notion that parental warmth, specifically paternal warmth, and bonding with
schoolteachers represent positive forces in the lives of juvenile offenders. Contrary to the
hypotheses, parental support and educational protective factors differentially moderated the
relationship between offending for the juveniles studied. These results provide insight into the
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significance of paternal influence in the lives of serious juvenile offenders and the affect
involved school officials have on youth.
General strain and developmental taxonomy theories posit that strains and pressures
placed on youth influence deviance and delinquency. However, as the literature suggests,
positive familial and social attachments build strong bonds that serve as protective factors to
mediate maladaptive behaviors in youth. While familial and social supports have been identified
as an inhibiting factor in the development of psychopathologies (Backman et al., 2018),
diminished protective capacities of parents and poor school supports may negatively affect the
life-course of juveniles.
The research questions posed in this study asked if out-of-home placements affected
juvenile delinquency and whether certain protective factors equally neutralize offending. The
study revealed that youth who spent at least one night in RTCs had higher proportions of
offending. Additionally, youth who reported having paternal support and bonding with
schoolteachers experienced lower proportions of offending. This is important information for
juvenile justice practitioners, child welfare professionals and mental health providers working to
improve outcomes for children and families.
The results of this study suggest the importance of family-based approaches for
adolescents who experience involvement with the juvenile justice and child welfare systems.
Early engagement and involvement with the family unit, including external supports, are likely
to improve parental relationships and attachments. Additionally, foster care is regularly branded
as more harmful than doing nothing (Font & Gershoff, 2020; Franck Meyer, 2019). Although
there is variation amongst states about the experiences of youth involved in foster care, recent
studies reveal insignificant differences/outcomes for children in foster care compared to those
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who were left in their home environments (Font & Gershoff, 2020). Substitute placement will
continue to be necessary; however, policy changes may shape the experiences of youth prior to
entering the foster care or juvenile justice systems. Early detection that utilizes prevention
services and timely interventions reduce harm to youth and mitigate the strains placed on them
by family dysfunction. For juvenile justice practitioners and judiciary, family-based approaches
that include external supports (uncles, pastors, community leaders) may leverage the familial and
social relationships as a tool for positive outcomes.
Limitations
The results drawn in this study are limited by the variables examined in the Pathways to
Desistance study. First, the current study utilizes Pathways archival data, which originally
followed 1,354 serious youthful offenders, of which approximately 86% were male and 14%
female (Schubert et al., 2004). As Abeling-Judge (2021) noted, the “study was conducted using
two regionally specific samples merged into a single data set” (p. 308). The sample was not
necessarily representative of all justice-involved youth, but instead, a sample of serious
offenders. Moreover, due to locations, the Pathways study was disproportionately
overrepresented by African Americans and Hispanics (Reid & Loughran, 2019).
Although the results of this study offer insight into the effect that out-of-home
placements have on offending and the protective factors that moderate delinquency, this research
does require replication to (a) a more geographically diverse sample, and (b) inclusion of
juveniles involved in the dependency system (foster youth). When considering self-reported
offending, prior studies have remarked on the effectiveness of self-report data. It is generally
recognized that “there is moderate agreement between self-reports and official arrest” (Mulvey &
Schubert, 2012, p. 424), and specific to reporting offenses of high severity, juveniles tend to
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report more accurately (Kazemian & Farrington, 2005). These findings were reinforced in the
Pathways study, where juveniles with more arrests self-reported offending more often compared
to those arrested less (Brame et al., 2004; Mulvey & Schubert, 2012). Less is known, however,
on self-reported data specific to out-of-home placements and even more specifically, placement
into foster care. Because of some of the concerns with self-reported information, most notably,
asking individuals to recall events retrospectively, expanding data to include child welfare
records will provide a more comprehensive representation of one’s out-of-home placement
history.
The current research had no opportunity to ask sample participants additional questions
specific to their experience in out-of-home placements. The Pathways study sampled offenders
from two locations in Phoenix, AZ, and Philadelphia, PA. As Abell (2014) suggested, the two
sites were chosen, in part, because of the availability of experienced research collaborators in the
two areas, cooperation from juvenile and criminal justice practitioners, the high number of
female offenders, and high enough rates of serious crimes committed by juveniles. While two
sites were chosen to avoid “reflecting idiosyncratic practices that would limit the generalizability
of the study findings” (Mulvey et al., 2014, p. 4), it was not representative of all types of justiceinvolved youth, youth involved in the child welfare system only, or the general juvenile
population.
The study findings offer insight into the protective factors that neutralize offending;
however, the current study only examined four: parental warmth-mother, parental warmth-father,
education-bonding with teachers, and education-satisfaction with school. These variables were
selected due to previous literature noting the significant positive influence that relationships with
parents and teachers have on youth. Therefore, a detailed analysis of all protective factors
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discussed during the baseline interviews of the Pathways to Desistance study was not explored.
Furthermore, the Pathways to Desistance study was a longitudinal study of serious juvenile
offenders as they transitioned from adolescence into early adulthood. The Pathways study
resulted in a comprehensive overview of life changes over the course of a 7-year period,
identifying pathways out of the juvenile justice system. The current study used data at a single
point in time, the baseline interview upon entry into the program. Data limitations, specifically
the elimination of all subsequent interviews (10 waves), prevented an exploration of the
influence of the specific protective factors on offending over time.
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings from this study shed light on the impact of out-of-home placements on
juvenile delinquency and the protective factors that mediate offending. Emerging from these
data are questions that have, in part, been answered in previous studies, and others that have not
received empirical consideration. The following section discusses recommendations for future
research:
1. The Pathways to Desistance study followed serious juvenile offenders from 2000–2010.
Participants completed baseline interviews followed by interviews every 6 months for 3
years, then yearly for 4 additional years. Including the baseline, participants completed
11 waves of interviews throughout the 7-year study (Abell, 2014). The current study
examined out-of-home placements and protective factors using data from the baseline
interviews. The results support the incline of the age-crime curve, and while noteworthy,
do not explore offending over time. Future research may replicate the variables of this
study, but analyze them over time. Using 11 waves of data, the researcher may examine
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what, if any of the variables, exist that mediate offending and create pathways out of the
juvenile justice system.
2. There is growing evidence that suggests negative environmental factors affect a youth’s
emotional, cognitive, and psychological well-being (Fox, 2017). Similarly, protective
factors, or conditions in youth or the community around them that mitigate risk, promote
well-being (Capacity Building for States, 2020). Factors like nurturing, attachment to
parents, and bonds in a youth’s life help to mitigate maladaptive behaviors. Hawes et al.
(2011) suggested that positive parenting may even prevent psychopathologies, and even
more specifically, the factors of parental warmth may serve to protect against these
psychopathologies (Backman et al., 2021). While the current study examined parental
warmth: mother and parental warmth: father on juvenile offending, the study utilized
participants from only two locations who were offenders found guilty of a serious crime
(Schubert et al., 2004). Future studies should include a larger cross-section of the
population and not just those involved in the juvenile justice system.
As previous research suggests, parenting quality does matter in adolescent
development, and the behaviors exhibited by parents may serve as a protective or risk
factor on psychopathic traits (Backman et al., 2021). Additionally, as communities
continue to experience school-based violence, researchers may benefit from examining
maternal and paternal warmth as part of early warning systems. With an increase in
school violence, districts are creating plans for safe school environments where
preventative measures for children’s emotional and mental well-being are priorities.
Furthermore, schools are developing comprehensive approaches to early identification of
warning signs that lead to violence. Social withdrawal, feelings of rejection, victim of
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home violence, and low interest in school serve as some of the predictive behaviors of
possible future violence. Future research should examine the mediating effect of parental
warmth on youth who have been identified by schools as displaying the early warning
signs. Multi-disciplinary, family-based approaches support healthy attachments and
relationships between parents and youth.
3. Felitti et al.’s (1998) foundational study investigated childhood abuse, neglect, and
household dysfunction on health and well-being outcomes. The results from this study
revealed that early adversity has lasting impacts. The CDC-Kaiser study identified 10
ACEs in three categories: abuse, neglect, and household dysfunction. There is a growing
body of literature on how exposure to physical and sexual abuse or emotional neglect and
parental incarceration serve as strong predictors of future criminal behavior among
juvenile offenders (Baglivio & Epps, 2015; Fox et al., 2015; Fox, 2017). Despite this
perspective, little research has examined the trauma of out-of-home placements on
offending or even sought to classify placements into substitute care as an ACE.
Moreover, while some scholars have examined the pathway from exposure to childhood
trauma like sexual abuse into human trafficking, or the recruitment tactics used on youth
in foster care (Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2017), less is known about the nexus
between substitute care and juvenile offending.
Previous studies examined child maltreatment histories as predictors of future
violent and chronic behavior (Baglivio & Epps, 2015; Fox, 2017), often exploring
physical and sexual abuse as linkages to mental health and behavioral problems. Despite
mounting research demonstrating an association between children entering foster care
and elevated levels of psychological distress (Bruskas, 2013), the decision to categorize
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placement into substitute care as an ACE escapes empirical literature. Replication of this
study is recommended to include child welfare records, with attention on initial
placement decisions, the number of foster care placements during the first year, and
offending.
4. The current study utilized the variables of education: bonding with teachers and
education: satisfaction with school across juveniles enrolled in the Pathways to
Desistance study, but future work should include participants outside of the juvenile
justice system. Future research should also examine other educational protective factors
that include extracurricular activities (i.e., sports, clubs), amount of time spent on school
assignments, and the pursuit of post-high school education. Additionally, the association
of poor bonding with schoolteachers and offending signifies the essential role of school
officials and other educators in mediating juvenile maladaptive behaviors. Numerous
scholars have maintained that school bonds play a unique role in reducing delinquency
(Reid & Piquero, 2014; Sabatine et al., 2017).
5. Youth in out-of-home placements, and specifically foster care, experience higher rates of
psychological problems compared to the general population (McGuire et al., 2018).
Placement into out-of-home settings, along with placement instability and frequency
contribute to psychopathologies like anxiety and depression. Placement stability for
children placed in out-of-home care is essential for the mental health of maltreated youth.
According to the Child Welfare Information Gateway (2018b), more than 60% of youth
entering foster care remain in the system for longer than 12 months. Approximately half
failed to meet the federal standard for placement stability of 4.12 moves per 1,000 days
(Florida Department of Children and Families, 2018). Future research is critically needed
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to investigate the effectiveness of foster care. The research may help build on existing
evidence-based programs that are effective in improving child well-being outcomes.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Income Offending Items
List of the 10 “Income” Offending Items as Described by the Pathways to Desistance Study
1. Took something by force no weapon
2. Took something by force using weapon
3. Entered building to steal
4. Shoplifted
5. Been paid by someone for sex
6. Bought/received/sold stolen property
7. Sold marijuana
8. Sold other drugs
9. Stolen car/motorcycle
10. Used checks/credit cards illegally
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Appendix B: Aggressive Offending Items
List of the 11 “Aggressive” Offending Items as Described by the Pathways to Desistance Study
1. Beaten up someone as part of gang
2. Destroyed/damaged property
3. Set fire to house/building/car/vacant lot
4. Been in fight
5. Beaten up somebody badly needed doctor
6. Forced someone to have sex
7. Took something by force no weapon
8. Took something by force using weapon
9. Killed someone
10. Shot someone
11. Shot at someone
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Appendix C: Total Offending Items
List of the 24 “Total” Offending Items as adapted from the Self-Reported Offending measure
used in the Pathways to Desistance Study
1. Gone joy-riding in a stolen vehicle
2. Destroyed/damaged property
3. Broke into car to steal something
4. Set fire to house/building/car/vacant lot
5. Carried a firearm
6. Entered building to steal
7. Beaten up someone as part of a gang
8. Shoplifted
9. Been in a fight
10. Bought/received/sold stolen property
11. Beaten someone up badly needed doctor
12. Used checks/credit cards illegally
13. Took something by force no weapon
14. Took something by force using weapon
15. Stolen car/motorcycle
16. Sold marijuana
17. Sold other illegal drugs
18. Shot someone (pulled trigger)
19. Shot someone (where bullet hit)
20. Carjacked someone
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21. Killed someone
22. Drove drunk or high
23. Force someone to have sex
24. Been paid by someone to have sex
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Appendix D: IRB Approval
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Appendix E: NAHDAP Data Agreement Form
Restricted Data Use Agreement for Confidential Data from the National Addiction and HIV
Data Archive Program
I.

Definitions
A. “Investigator” is the person primarily responsible for analysis and other use of
Confidential Data obtained through this Agreement.
B. “Research Staff” are all persons at the Investigator's institution, excluding the
Investigator, who will have access to Confidential Data obtained through this Agreement.
C. “Institution” is the university or research institution at which the Investigator will conduct
research using Confidential Data obtained through this Agreement.
D. “Representative of the Institution” is a person authorized to enter into legal agreements
on behalf of Investigator's Institution.
E. “Confidential Data” consist of identifiable private information, linkable to a specific
individual either directly or indirectly, for which the individual (whether a person or
organization) has the expectation that the information will not be released in a manner
that allows public identification of the individual or causes some harm to the individual.
F. “Private Person” means any individual (including an individual acting in his official
capacity) and any private (i.e., non-government) partnership, corporation, association,
organization, or entity (or any combination thereof), including family, household, school,
neighborhood, health service, or institution.
G. “ICPSR” is the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research.
H. “ICPSR Data Access Request System” is the web-based application system for data use
agreements at ICPSR.
I. “Data Security Plan” is a component of the Agreement which specifies permissible
computer configurations for use of Confidential Data through Investigator responses to a
series of questions, and records what the Investigator commits to do in order to keep
Confidential Data secure.
J. “Deductive Disclosure” is the discerning of an individual's identity or confidential
information through the use of known characteristics of that individual. Disclosure risk is
present if an unacceptably narrow estimation of an individual’s confidential information
is possible or if determining the exact attributes of the individual is possible with a high
level of confidence.
K. “Derivative” is a file or statistic derived from the Confidential Data that poses disclosure
risk to any Private Person in the Confidential Data obtained through this Agreement.
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Derivatives include copies of the Confidential Data received from NAHDAP/ICPSR,
subsets of the Confidential Data, and analysis results that do not conform to the
guidelines in Section VI.G.
II.

Description of Disclosure Risk Section
Deductive disclosure of an individual's identity from research data is a major concern of
federal agencies, researchers, and Institutional Review Boards. If a person is known to have
participated in ANY survey or study or whose information is known to be included in a
database from which the Confidential Data were obtained, then a combination of his or her
personal characteristics may allow someone to determine which record corresponds to that
individual. Investigators and Institutions who receive any portion of Confidential Data are
obligated to protect the individual’s confidential information from deductive disclosure risk
by strictly adhering to the obligations set forth in this Agreement and otherwise taking
precautions to protect the Confidential Data from non-authorized use.

III.

Requirements of Investigator
A. The Investigator assumes the responsibility of completing the online restricted data
access request and required documents, reports, and amendments.
B. The Investigator agrees to manage and use Confidential Data and implement all
Confidential Data security procedures per the Data Security Plan.

IV.

Requirements of Institution
The Institution must meet the following criteria:
A. Be an institution of higher education, a research organization, a research arm of a
government agency, or a nongovernmental, not for profit, agency.
B. Have a demonstrated record of using Confidential Data according to commonly accepted
standards of research ethics and applicable statutory requirements.

V.

Obligations of NAHDAP/ICPSR
In consideration of the promises made in Section VI of this Agreement, NAHDAP/ICPSR
agrees to:
A. Provide the Confidential Data requested by the Investigator in the Confidential Data
Order Summary within a reasonable time of execution of this Agreement by appropriate
NAHDAP/ICPSR officials and to make the Confidential Data available to Investigator
via download or removable media.
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B. Provide electronic documentation of the origins, form, and general content of the
Confidential Data sent to the Investigator, in the same time period and manner as the
Confidential Data.
C.

Provide telephone and/or email consultation to the Investigator and/or Research Staff, to the extent
that NAHDAP/ICPSR is able to respond to such inquiries.

NAHDAP/ICPSR MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS NOR EXTENDS ANY WARRANTIES
OF ANY KIND, EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED. THERE ARE NO EXPRESS OR
IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR
PURPOSE, OR THAT THE USE OF THE CONFIDENTIAL DATA WILL NOT INFRINGE
ANY PATENT, COPYRIGHT, TRADEMARK, OR OTHER PROPRIETARY RIGHTS. Unless
prohibited by law, Institution and Investigator assume all liability for claims for damages against
them by third parties that may arise from the use or disclosure of the Confidential Data.
VI.

Obligations of the Investigator, Research Staff, and Institution

Confidential Data provided under this Agreement shall be held by the Investigator, Research
Staff, and Institution in strictest confidence and can be disclosed only in compliance with the
terms of this Agreement. In consideration of the promises in Section V of this Agreement, and
for use of Confidential Data from NAHDAP/ICPSR, the Investigator, Research Staff, and
Institution agree:
A. That the Confidential Data will be used solely for research or statistical purposes relative
to the research project identified in the request to obtain confidential data accompanying
this Agreement, and for no other purpose whatsoever without the prior consent of
NAHDAP/ICPSR. Further, no attempt will be made to identify private persons, no
Confidential Data of private person(s) will be published or otherwise distributed, and
Confidential Data will be protected against deductive disclosure risk by strictly adhering
to the obligations set forth in this Agreement and otherwise taking precautions to protect
the Confidential Data from non-authorized use.
B. To supply NAHDAP/ICPSR with a completed online request to obtain confidential data
that will include the following:
1. Signed Agreement
2. Data Security Plan
3. Confidential Data Order Summary specifying which files and documentation are
requested
4. Supplemental Agreement with Research Staff signed by each Research Staff member
5. Pledges of Confidentiality for each Research Staff member
6. Curriculum Vitae (CV) or resume for the Investigator and each Research Staff member
7. A copy of a document signed by the Institution's Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approving or exempting the research project.
C. To comply fully with the approved Data Security Plan at all times relevant to this
Agreement.
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D. That no persons other than those identified in this Agreement or in subsequent
amendments to this Agreement, as Investigator or Research Staff and who have executed
this Agreement, be permitted access to the contents of Confidential Data files or any files
derived from Confidential Data files.
E. That within one (1) business day of becoming aware of any unauthorized access, use, or
disclosure of Confidential Data, or access, use, or disclosure of Confidential Data that is
inconsistent with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the unauthorized or
inconsistent access, use, or disclosure of Confidential Data will be reported in writing to
NAHDAP/ICPSR.
F. F. That, unless prior specific approval is received from NAHDAP/ICPSR, no attempt
under any circumstances will be made to link the data to any individual, whether living or
deceased, or with any other dataset, including other datasets provided by
NAHDAP/ICPSR.
G. To avoid inadvertent disclosure of private persons by being knowledgeable about what
factors constitute disclosure risk and by using disclosure risk guidelines, such as but not
limited to, the following guidelines1 in the release of statistics or other content derived
from the Confidential Data.2
1. No release of a sample unique for which only one record in the Confidential Data
obtained through sampling (e.g., not a census) provides a certain combination of values
from key variables. For example, in no table should all cases in any row or column be
found in a single cell.
2. No release of a sample rare for which only a small number of records (e.g., 3, 5, or 10
depending on sample characteristics) in the Confidential Data provide a certain
combination of values from key variables. For example, in no instance should the cell
frequency of a cross-tabulation, a total for a row or column of a cross-tabulation, or a
quantity figure be fewer than the appropriate threshold as determined from the sample
characteristics. In general, assess empty cells and full cells for disclosure risk stemming
from sampled records of a defined group reporting the same characteristics.
3. No release of a population unique for which only one record in the Confidential Data
that represents the entire population (e.g., from a census) provides a certain combination
of values from key variables. For example, in no table should all cases in any row or
column be found in a single cell.

1

For more information, see the U.S. Bureau of the Census checklist. Supporting Document Checklist on Disclosure
Potential of Data, at www.census.gov/srd/sdc/S14-1_v1.3_Checklist.doc; NCHS Disclosure Potential Checklist at
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/NCHS%20Micro-Data%20Release%20Policy%204-02A.pdf; and FCSM Statistical
Policy Working Paper 22 (Second Version, 2005) at http://www fcsm.gov/workingpapers/SPWP22_rev.pdf.
2
VI.G. can be customized with disclosure rules specific to the restricted-use dataset covered by the RDUA.
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4. No release of the statistic if the total, mean, or average is based on fewer cases than the
appropriate threshold as determined from the sample characteristics.
5. No release of the statistic if the contribution of a few observations dominates the
estimate of a particular cell. For example, in no instance should the quantity figures be
released if one case contributes more than 60 percent of the quantity amount.
6. No release of data that permits disclosure when used in combination with other known
data. For example, unique values or counts below the appropriate threshold for key
variables in the Confidential Data that are continuous and link to other data from
NAHDAP/ICPSR or elsewhere.
7. No release of minimum and maximum values of identifiable characteristics (e.g.,
income, age, household size, etc.) or reporting of values in the “tails,” e.g., the 5th or
95th percentile, from a variable(s) representing highly skewed populations.
8. Release only weighted results if specified in the data documentation.
9. No release of ANOVAs and regression equations when the analytic model that
includes categorical covariates is saturated or nearly saturated. In general, variables in
analytic models should conform to disclosure rules for descriptive statistics (e.g., see #7
above) and appropriate weights should be applied.
10. In no instance should data on an identifiable case, or any of the kinds of data listed in
preceding items 1-9, be derivable through subtraction or other calculation from the
combination of tables released.
11. No release of sample population information or characteristics in greater detail than
released or published by the researchers who collected the Confidential Data. This
includes but is not limited to publication of maps.
12. No release of anecdotal information about a specific private person(s) or case study
without prior approval.
13.

The above guidelines also apply to charts as they are graphical representations of
crosstabulations. In addition, graphical outputs (e.g., scatterplots, box plots, plots of
residuals) should adhere to the above guidelines.

H. That if the identity of any private person should be discovered, then:
1. No use will be made of this knowledge;
2. NAHDAP/ICPSR will be advised of the incident within five (5) business days of
discovery of the incident;
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3. The information that would identify the private person will be safeguarded or
destroyed as requested by NAHDAP/ICPSR; and
4. No one else will be informed of the discovered identity.
I. Unless other provisions have been made with NAHDAP/ICPSR, all originals and copies of
the Confidential Data, on whatever media, shall be destroyed on or before completion of this
Agreement or within 5 days of written request from NAHDAP/ICPSR. Investigator will
complete and notarize an Affidavit of Destruction, attesting to the destruction of the
Confidential Data. Investigators requiring the Confidential Data beyond the completion of this
Agreement should submit a request for continuation three months prior to the end date of the
project. This obligation of destruction shall not apply to Investigator’s scholarly work based
upon or that incorporates the Confidential Data.
J. To ensure that the Confidential Data are managed and used only in compliance with the
terms and conditions of this Agreement and with all applicable statutes and regulations.
Noncompliance with this Agreement by any Research Staff hereto shall be deemed
noncompliance and a breach by Investigator and Institution for purposes of Section VII
below.
K. To include in each written report or other publication based on analysis of Confidential
Data obtained from this Agreement, the following statement: Data used for this project were
supported by the National Institute on Drug Abuse through a cooperative agreement that calls
for scientific collaboration between the grantees and the National Institute on Drug Abuse
staff.
L. That any books, articles, conference papers, theses, dissertations, reports, or other
publications that employed the Confidential Data or other resources provided by
NAHDAP/ICPSR reference the bibliographic citation provided by NAHDAP/ICPSR.
M. To provide annual reports to NAHDAP/ICPSR staff (through ICPSR’s online data access
request system), which include:
1. A copy of the annual IRB approval for the Research Project;
2. A listing of public presentations at professional meetings using results based on the
Confidential Data or derivatives or analyses thereof;
3. A listing of papers accepted for publication using the Confidential Data, or derivatives
or analyses thereof, with complete citations;
4. A listing of research staff or graduate students using the Confidential Data, or
derivatives or analyses thereof, for dissertations or theses, the titles of these papers, and
the date of completion; and
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5. A description in any change in scope of the Research Project being undertaken with the
Confidential Data.
N. To notify NAHDAP/ICPSR of a change in institutional affiliation of the Investigator.
Notification must be in writing and must be received by NAHDAP/ICPSR at least six (6)
weeks prior to Investigator’s last day of employment with Institution. Investigator’s separation
from Institution terminates this Agreement. Investigator may reapply for access to Confidential
Data as an employee of the new institution. Re-application requires:
1. Execution of a new Agreement for the Use of Confidential Data by both the
Investigator and the proposed new institution;
2. Execution of any Supplemental Agreement(s) with Research Staff and Pledges of
Confidentiality by Research Staff at the proposed new institution;
3. Preparation and approval of a new Data Security Plan; and
4. Evidence of approval or exemption by the proposed new Institution's IRB.
These materials must be approved by NAHDAP/ICPSR before Confidential Data or any
derivatives or analyses may be stored or accessed at the new institution. Investigator must
also, prior to the date of relocation, destroy all electronic and paper files containing
Confidential Data or derivatives or analyses thereof at the original Institution. This
obligation of destruction shall not apply to Investigator’s scholarly work based upon or
that incorporates the Confidential Data.
O. If the Investigator is unable to establish and gain approval for the new location, all electronic
and paper Confidential Data, will be returned to NAHDAP/ICPSR for storage. Upon approval
of the new Confidential Data Security Plan, these stored files will be sent to the Investigator.
The Investigator will assume all costs associated with the shipping and storage of these
Confidential Data as associated files. Although the Confidential Data will be stored in a secure
location, NAHDAP/ICPSR staff assumes no responsibility for the Confidential Data or
associated files.
P. That use of the data will be consistent with the Institution’s policies regarding scientific
integrity and human subject’s research.
Q. To respond fully and in writing within ten (10) working days after receipt of any written
inquiry from NAHDAP/ICPSR regarding compliance with this Agreement.
VII. Violations of this Agreement
A. The Institution will treat allegations by NAHDAP/ICPSR or other parties of violations of
this Agreement as allegations of violations of its policies and procedures on scientific integrity
and misconduct. If the allegations are confirmed, the Institution will treat the violations as it
would violations of the explicit terms of its policies on scientific integrity and misconduct.
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B. In the event Investigator or Institution breaches any provision of this Agreement, they shall
be jointly and severally responsible to promptly cure the breach and mitigate any damages. The
Investigator and Institution hereby acknowledge that any breach of the confidentiality
provisions herein may result in irreparable harm to NAHDAP/ICPSR and the National Institute
on Drug Abuse not adequately compensable by money damages. Investigator and Institution
hereby acknowledge the possibility of injunctive relief in the event of breach, in addition to
money damages. In addition, NAHDAP/ICPSR may:
1. Terminate this Agreement upon notice and require return of the Confidential Data and
any derivatives thereof;
2. Deny Investigator future access to Confidential Data; and/or
3. Report the inappropriate use or disclosure to the Secretary of Health and Human
Services.
D. Institution agrees, to the extent permitted under the law, to indemnify, defend, and hold
harmless The University of Michigan, NAHDAP/ICPSR, and the sources of Confidential
Data from any or all claims and losses accruing to any person, organization, or other legal
entity as a result of Investigator’s, Research Staff’s, and/or Institution’s acts, omissions,
or breaches of this Agreement.
VII.

Confidentiality

The Institution is considered to be a contractor or cooperating agency of NAHDAP/ICPSR; as
such, the Institution, the Investigator, and Research Staff are authorized to protect the privacy of
the individuals who are the subjects of the Confidential Data by withholding their identifying
characteristics from all persons not connected with the conduct of the Investigator’s research
project. “Identifying characteristics” are considered to include those data defined as confidential
under the terms of this Agreement.
VIII. Incorporation by Reference
All parties agree that the following documents are incorporated into this Agreement by
reference:
A. The application information entered in the online data access request system.
B. A copy of the Institution’s IRB approval or exemption of the research project.
C. The Data Security Plan proposed by the Investigator and approved by NAHDAP/ICPSR.
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X. Miscellaneous
A. All notices, contractual correspondence, and return of Confidential Data under this
Agreement on behalf of the Investigator shall be made in writing and delivered to the
address below:
National Addiction and HIV Data Archive Program
ICPSR
P.O. Box 1248 Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1248
nahdap@icpsr.umich.edu
B. This agreement shall be effective for 24 months from execution.
C. The respective rights and obligations of NAHDAP/ICPSR and Investigator, Research
Staff, and Institution pursuant to this Agreement shall survive termination of the Agreement.
D. This Agreement, the Investigator's research project, Data Security Plan, or Supplemental
Agreement with Research Staff may be amended or modified only by the mutual written
consent of the authorized representatives of NAHDAP/ICPSR and Investigator and
Institution. Both parties agree to amend this Agreement to the extent necessary to comply
with the requirements of any applicable regulatory authority.
E. The persons signing this Agreement have the right and authority to execute this
Agreement, and no further approvals are necessary to create a binding agreement.
E. The obligations of Investigator, Research Staff, and Institution set forth within this
Agreement may not be assigned or otherwise transferred without the express written
consent of NAHDAP/ICPSR.
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Institutional Signatures (please use black ink)
Investigator
Signature __________________________________________________________________________________
Date ______________________________________________________________________________________
Print Name _________________________________________________________________________________
Title ______________________________________________________________________________________
Institution __________________________________________________________________________________
Building/Room Number _______________________________________________________________________
Street Address _______________________________________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP _______________________________________________________________________________
Telephone __________________________________________________________________________________
Email ______________________________________________________________________________________
The below signer represents and warrants that he or she is duly authorized and has legal capacity to execute
and deliver this Agreement on behalf of the Institution. He/she represents and warrants that the execution
and delivery of the Agreement and the performance of such party's obligations hereunder have been duly
authorized and that the Agreement is a valid and legal agreement binding on such party and enforceable in
accordance with its terms.
Representative of Your Institution
Signature ___________________________________________________________________________________
Date _______________________________________________________________________________________
Print Name __________________________________________________________________________________
Title _______________________________________________________________________________________
Institution ___________________________________________________________________________________
Building/Room Number ________________________________________________________________________
Street Address ________________________________________________________________________________
City/State/ZIP ________________________________________________________________________________
Telephone ___________________________________________________________________________________
Email _______________________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix F: Permission to Reproduce Figure 3
From: Schubert, Carol A
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 12:25 AM
To: Kilian, Ken
Subject: RE: [External] Re: Data Request
Sure, Ken. You can use the table as long as you include the citation (since you are reproducing
the table from a publication).
Good luck with your dissertation! I hope all goes well!
Best,
Carol
Carol A. Schubert, M.P.H.
Research Program Administrator
Law & Psychiatry Program
UPMC Western Psychiatric Hospital

From: Kilian, Ken <
>
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 8:55 PM
To: Schubert, Carol A
Subject: Re: [External] Re: Data Request
Good evening Ms. Schubert,
I hope this email finds you well. I am in the middle of completing my dissertation and wish to
ask you a question. My study will utilize data from the Pathways study, and I would like to use
the Sample Enrollment figure found on page 248 of your paper titled Operational Lessons from
the Pathways to Desistance Project. The only variation is that I will show it horizontally instead
of vertical.
I apologize if this is not the appropriate way to seek permission. If it is not, I am sorry and ask
you point me in the right direction.
Thank you much!
Ken

